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‘ g . CHAPTER I,
/ R ‘ ) . ’ '
/ . A. I Introduction _ . h ; v
- : : . . : ™~
’u . . ) . / . . . ' . . ,
. There is,+of necessity, some gap im time bet,'we'ien the development ?f a -
——aew—teehae;ea—aad—a-ts—mq;;emem:%on Depending Xan_mapy_factors fthis lag -
- may be minutes or. centuries. "If the new -‘aa»c.}‘;nology is a significant’ 1mpr'OVe- T
. \ ~ \ -
ment over the old, the.time betveen developn'\ent of the innovation and imple- _ 1
.. . . . 1

mentation represents a significant loss to the society. Therefore, it would

. be in the interest of efficiency for the system to find ways ;co m:inim,%ze »
; . ’ -~ .- c Lo
1 .

" the time gap. . - . ‘ ' ) A
s . In order to accomplish this, a r'n:"ber of questioné .must first{be.answer;e%a: - )
'4 ) 1. What are the factors 'involved in the dlf’fusn.on of ;.nnovatlons, and .
what is t/e_relatlve rmmrtance of each? ' . X

N - 2. _In what ways are the, factors interrelated? ' o . .

g 3. Wl;xlch of .these factors are a le to change? . \ ' . .
i. *
- y \-llll tﬁe proposed changes‘cause ¢ther problems? ’ , .

BT

59
~developmgnt and 1mplementatlon of e ucatlona;l.\lnnovatlon Qﬂ a natlgnal
+ e P

T S
lgvel within the Uru.ted States. Thdse met{hods must/meet the*fol%mﬁg’.qg criteria:
- ‘;

ot VJ.o’.Late ot

: ARy .
r 1mportémt valueJ '(such as “the |autonomy jof| lacdl SRR \l
chool systems o

an, 1nd1v1dnql¥'s mght ﬁo p'?!tyacy,‘et . N B \1

e reasonably,

Y T

ot -be .overly:

. . i‘ " i ' ; i ‘ A

- oo . | § ' ,

i ! 'l \J f A . "N .
i o . . Y .

Co [ \ ” L. . ' : ~ .,' -
este¢d- PR | ; ) ' ’ .
v r

S
pabld of 'bei

g f )
a51ly mmunl’ca’c%’ CL | . o
' O

/ pa.ble of bein ;
// ' /] - !»' . R
N st#te it another ay, an object/lve o&" t 1$ ppog/éct is t deVelop ' N
’o v ! . LE
”~ . . . I
/ . innovatiobqs and tg¢’ mtroduce other ,1nnovatlons.4. The innovatigns in tommunica- y A .
. - - . - ) © . . -
y - ) ‘ , . -
P - . CT
. . / ’ r ;
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tion must  themselves have the qgalwtles that make for successful dlffu51on

- »

It is expected that recommendatlons gwow1ng out of this pr03ect w1ll 1mprove

the‘ccmmunlcatlon of 1nnovat;ons among schpol systems. .ot
o V ¥ ‘ .
Another section of this report will réview the major fihdings of past™:
R : . ) RankEM

*

s

LT S

- ‘
23 " —

[ 4

E

T,
A ‘\“W\unﬁ
/

RIC - | . ,

This.research has identéfied a large

_pesearchy pertaining to diffusien.
: a - o

L

number of variables,

»

) , .
which,can be ggguped_under five headings: 1 |
< . . \

-
.

| Characteristics o. ‘the_ innovation itself.

-

Characteristics of messages conCernlny,the 1nnovatlon

! A

' oo

%haracterlsglcs (or pe“celved characterlstlcs) of the sender of the

‘e 1 ,

message. - _ .

- . . L . . . . : .
. . Characteristics of the channels through which the messages flow.
. . )

Characterlstlcs of the re elver
‘ the- dec151on making unit, whe;her an 1nd1v
)

)
up af?ect acceptance of the rnnovatlon.

; .
! .
Obvgously the system is composed of a very 1 ge number ‘of componenta,

This complexlty 1s further 1ncreased by the inter-

\ and is highly complex.
. )

reIatedness of a number of thege factora
" ._‘ % . o

For one purpose and agd;ence, an educatlonal ]ournal might be best;

-

.best

R
for another, perhaps regional tonventions would be the best channel

P
» ) -
b

/ By now it can be seen that even a study of gargantuan sgope could not

#

3

CH _

;fcover every facet of the problem This study will of neqessity leave many
} .

/ \ ‘ .
3

~

3
-t

qdestTons unanswered; :

“in this study. . /

.

yrst the scope of the problem was reduced con51derably by studying a°

- R

/
spec1$1c problem Thus we i1imit ourselves,
{ N v
|
!

-~ . 4 - .
. -

. P L4 .
O ’ "

T -
P { .
. .

’

For example, no one channel is alwéys

R (U

L e

B

e .

“How then were certain élements selected for inclusion

+o the’ cnaracterlstlcs of a partlc-

»

.,

~——
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ular set of innovations, message systems, sending systems, several specific

chamels, and several suyb-groups of receivers. The strength/of this methqd
) . b PR R R "
is vthat .1{ allows' us to Jocus on ‘a’ concrete example of a pr‘*bble_ml,similar'

to these—that apeiexpee%eé—te—peeapr—ﬂ}e—wed;mmothg-metpmuha*ﬁ
. ,

the findingsican only be generalized to situations similar tb the specific

situation covereé. However, these speﬁf?ié>%iﬁ§§;é%'will contributg_yo the

.available lit;ragure }n the field, adding to'the general fund of knowledge.
Seconély,jth; scope of the probleﬁ to be studied is limited'b; reIatingd“

,it to past findings in the field. Principles alre;d; well es%abli;hed do,

“not have to be restudied. Perhaps even more- importantly, past research

’ -

{dentified those‘variébles which seem to have the.most potency, that isy

*
[N

that actount for more change than others. Thid allows us to concentrate our
- - = N r

¢ - .
efforts where the potential for useful fundings is greater. .

And fimally, the scope of the problém had to be limited to meet time, /

cost, and manpower requirementaof ‘the study, as well as limitations caused

[ 4

‘by avaflable methodology. This was qdne_through consultation with personnel

in"the National Institrte for Education infﬁﬁh They were especially;inter-

3 » - fe gy
ested in trying .to identiigi%ke impact of various types of communication

s -4 .
contact on‘adoption of Fﬁg ngw‘method. -

L]

4, r

Thus, the study looks at’a’'cofcrete example of a communication strégggy

with {he purpose of finding .answers to.practical questions of future~Cﬁﬁhun§-

cation strategies. - -, B /

4

! . .
. The dependent variables for this study are amount and rate of adeption.’

!
»

‘ . : ‘ s o . !
In other words, we will loak at those things which are taken ‘as meagures of
L

whether or’not adoption of a new idea has taken place, and if so, how long

it took. ' ’ ’ .
. ; ] :

J—

v

W ~hll
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o 2 b , ' L
) 'é‘tj. Factors related to adoption can’ be dlvzded in'to two maJ.n categories:
kﬁ . / s A ;&: *
., ' 7 1. Individual-lquel ¥ - ‘U ‘
A SO - ‘ ‘ - ‘
PAF , 4 Age ofstaff member 3
2 : \ B 4 P
- _+_'b. /Teaching experience. Lk e A "
. . s % -
o Ce Exposure “to vamops medla, 1nc1udx;19 1ntenpe$onal contact with
« # other educatoré b ‘ -8 i

- R 1 N
. d. Autonomy of the 'individual in. the dec131onh<1ng process.
Voluntary versus complaJ.nt 1nnovamon 5 1nd1v1dual versus group
dec:.s:.on mak:u.ngr and adoption.* % . .ok
. »c"

s \ ). ; * , ! b 4
. SR L 1 Norms and vdues repardlnv 1nnova§10ns J - ¢
R £. Present level of saflsfactdton @Etir present methods .

+ g. Perceived advantage of innovation

- h.. Resources available. for. implemént&ion o ‘

’
. ; 1 v .
.

i. Education of staff person ‘ " . . )

4 - v
2. Group or organizational -level. The group is made up Jf individuals
upon which each of the above factors would have an effect,,thth

. the following factors coming ifto pldy:" L __—L-—‘{
7 B ‘ Y.
a. Size of the dec1s:|.on making,. gi"oup - o .

~
b. Complexity of the ornanlzathnal ‘structure of the group
T v
c. Decimon makln& pa*tem of the group, é.¢., who gets 1nvolved
’ v-«::%ﬂﬁye decision, ‘at what points xp the process and.to what “extent.

i e . -

d. .Autopomy (the group. How mu&h éiay" do they have in the total
\system. . . :,, . \

~
.

e, Dlverslty .of opinion w1th1n the dec:.s:.onumaklnp unzt . oL

This intgrest in this study will be focused partxcularly.,on the relation‘-_

ships between the various factors.” A useful p1ece of 1nforma1;1.on, for

example, would be whether or not one medium is equally effectlve at every

stage of the, deeision making process, or if different media ar'e}more,.keffectiv.e

_— A
L™

at differing stages. Also, a study will be made th‘rough factor/%‘alx'sis to
: P SN

5
- » . , . .
. : . -
" N
d +
. . ¢
-~ .

.“




. L 3 .
information specific to the NIF situation, other information will be useful

. .
3 N .
- . .

. N past studies. * A number of such hynothése‘s will be spec'i‘fied,‘later ‘in this

* . -
- - \e

", .report.,- . o '
N - v P

+ -

_ Some of the ant1c1pated flndlnyrs o1c the study would be linear in" form, N !

-~
H
A

for example, as ‘éxposurg to nrofesswnal )ournals 1ncreases, th@level of

i adoptlon.of innovations contaéned in them 1ncreases. It 13 expected that the
. | v .
study also wi'll enerate a large number af 1nterrela‘ged statements which
} [N , . ', o ‘
_, are circular in “nature, such as:f ‘Then the cllmate of .an orgaﬁ:.zatldn‘ becomes

’
-

+ more* open, the innovativeness oi the organizat n.increases an'd.in tur'n

’

¢ "the climate becomes more open. However’; becauSe of confusmg patterns of
N .

d re‘latlonshll;s, it may not dbe clearégn the basis of suqh ‘statements what

. action should be taken to minimize the time for adoption of mnovat:.q‘ns-.

Y A typologaoal analysis may be useful, thérefore, in an attempt to
1den'tlfy proups of people who have severai‘charactemstlcs in comxnon.‘j- If

Wogles angh_ﬁentl.fled which opep te in-different ways within the adoption

process, then ‘more useful strategiés can be devised. One typology might, .
. . , .o ¢

. / . _ ) ; ,
* for example, have certain attjtudes about irn-Jations, certain media ha.bits,
¢

‘to c¢&nfirm (or fail to confirm) an expe.Ctation senerated ’by hypotheses from o

; ’ ‘ 1 . % ’ " e . oo
‘ g‘ :ﬂ / p s e '
\ t ’ . »
f ) o . —{ . . .t ol
v ) L. ’ . O
dete-rmine if A .number of the variables found can be.subsumed by some underlying
o - T e - .
. - .: N .
factor. ' , _ -~ T k
N : -
Another way of lookmf' at the guestians th1s study shall\attempt to .
. .
——-—answer—Ls ta_categorlze_thmwm_tq_ubetheur_mj_we haye -any theoretlcal h
A
. basis to predict the f1nd1ng in advance Some -measures will be uséful to. galn- .

f
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" problem which }s ﬁurther cqﬁplfcated when placed in an orpanizational context,

)
' . g v

.The fo%lowihg sections of this pepoft will attempt te review the bodies of

literature about diffusion processes, organizational communication. and a
" . : N~ ) . 3 , .
systemiq approach through vhich these pracesses may be,vieWeH. . :

- . / s . ¥

s

~ -

» .
e P ' - PR - -

ro « . Bs Rev1eu of Prev1ous ”o”k

- ' & ¢ « »
-

The-question which seems appropriate to asl at this 6;int is: - Uhat'age> oy
. 4 LR A ¢ '
the orpanlzatlona1 variables which are 358001ated with school systens ) '
3 . . . ; . 1 y ¥ f -

adopting new practlces in theyedueatlon of their stydents? An understanding - o
of the factors in the orga‘?zation which play a conf¥ngent role in the-
! S . ) ' “ -

adoption process is essential.

.
.

A number of dyffbrent types of ornanlzatlonal factors have been xdenth
. P , ) .

,fled‘an a réview ofl past writing 1nclud1np‘ii(l) structutal- functlonal

L . \ d
factors, (2) communication and participation variables,ﬂand’(S) system
approachies which examine interdependencies between a number of variables.

. . . N . \y . . 4
This section will attempt to review seme @f the past research}f\ thisrarea
» N . . . .

in -an effort to 1dent1fy the types.of organizatlonal variables whlch are

UUNREREH ot
» ‘ A
. X

most appropriate in the study of dlffuslon of innovations. R

. , . . ‘. »
The structural iﬁnctlonal approach to organlzatlons is characterlzed by

-

the positiﬁns which are held in an orpanization; and the relationships which ’, b 4
. e 4 . [ ‘:,——_—_—_L._’- . R . .
.exist between these positions. This hierarchical approach-ig often dssociated 4

’ - > . - oh
w1th Talcot ‘Parsons (1951) and 'ax 'leber (19u7) Max ‘'leber's (1947)- .

L 4

descriptlon of orvanlzatlons was a sociolorical model that stressed a machlne

T

~ * N ¥ . \ 3
theory approach. Some of fheqfndables which 'leber specified as character-
: ’ i4 [ +
. . ¢ T .
"izing an organization were: (1) Standardized rules which routinized the P,

Pa_—
4 - -

;operation of thé orcanization, (2) Specializa.iom of roles due to division \

, .. [
e .

cot [} ) Ed .

‘ " ‘ . v ' '

v . 11 4‘ "‘ . B -
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of, }abdr:", (3) Hlerarchlcal structupe of autho‘mty, “each person receiving 1\

L] 4 .
.-. ,u“r"‘_é - 2 . ’ -, .

. v \
ar Ni‘*f m‘d’ers- ff*oz Qne person above hirt and vlverﬂ' orﬁers to one persqr( below,him, "
. . Q . - ./ N - ',“

'n’ P . we, g.
+ -

f, g g\('&) ..Depe bnallzat,lon of humen relntlonshl,p,s. . \. P L -
‘lr/.‘ le ‘% N .. i .
.-t ieber's organlzatlonal @proach 1s b@sed al,mos*‘ entlrel,y d‘n ‘the eomnpmlaaL » o

v,.- - KT -

" o » “ .
~ -, tion channels which ”ought" to texist’ accordmg to the organlzatlonal ‘ow o .
> . . N . . .
' <

¢ . c:har‘c Thls, llml%ati‘m fto the prescmbed channels seems aPtJflClal and has

timeor
led to, mr&&{iﬁ&%&\éu&netmo network appmaches which examme othez"

- . . ‘.-

strgctural compunication relatlonshlps*, . . . R , -
. v - 4 .

. » . + ‘ o - - ¢ N ¢

2t . . M . . y M ‘e . .
. - Commurflcation npetwork studies have explor_e'a small group communication
) ~ o

3 -

. -
.

. . . .. s ) e AR A I

R patterﬁ and their effe%:t upon two rather yenénal 'depen_c_l'ent \:ariables-, namely,.

.- | .
* 4 . I .. . . -~ . ' - [N . -~
efficie‘nc’in tagk accompdishrent amd member sat‘isfaction ip the task per- - .o
. P ) - N . ) - L3 . .
| S formimce Due to the simplified conceptualizations .involved'in these studies," “
; .

' ) * ' ’ B .
cautmue@nerahzablhty i p0331ble in.a w1de variety of s“,ltuatlons o ‘
. P . - ‘ .’

o I A '
. g }ncl\gdbﬁ»eomplex ornanx,zatlons .o ;’ TN . ’ N e,

P s .

L4 .
.

One; o‘f the flI‘St major studles dealmfr with conmunléatlon netwo‘r’ks was

[ .
A= [} . -

accomplished by Bavelas (1950) . He opqanized froups of five people 1nt9

> (4
N ’

i ~ communicagtiaon networks which smula’ted differen‘t pat'Eer'ns' o'f control. e
L 3 S ’

'illust'rate communlca*culon patterﬁ% w1th1n dlfFerent groups by usmgf geometmc

representatlons of the communlcat:,bn links between people Bayelas mtro-

duced ;he conﬁept, of Centralltyz_ whené cer\trallty is the extenf to which *+ .,

v -

.
. Yo

-~

‘one position.in the network 1s close to. all other posnlons.x Bave‘Ias-

e iaypotheslzeddfhat netwo;ks fw1th p031t10ns of h‘lf”h centrailty v;ere more "’ . -
:# effective in te;‘ms of task acc‘omplls;me;r:ﬁ,;,\‘ . .J:; ‘f" ” . '.‘ . “ )
. . / - . <
. Lea'v?itt (1'351) 1n\troduced the, notlon of individual member satlsfae.tlon e
. 2 . ~ 7
- in small group reseerch LLavitt found that ‘dlfferent communlcatlon nep— ‘
_—(' . w0rks “lead’ to rdlfferences in 'task ;a;compllshm\eqt leadershlp poSJ.mOns, and. .
Q" \ . .

EYMC-.O _ .

-, o
.




S irndividual member satisfaction. He oonclude’d that the characteristic that L
! . . . L o " [ N L . f

4 ! . S . ‘ b . - ' ./ . L
- was, most closely correlated w1tI1 d1fferences‘ in behavior was centr'allty. L 3
. Ko B ! \ * ’, [ B

He states that 'where centrallty is evenly ﬁlstrlbuted there will Jye "no * . -4

( 4"

leader, many errors, hlgh actlvlty, slow. organlzatlon and hl;’h satlsfact:.on'é‘

o \Guetzkow and Slnon (1955) show that dlffef'ent .comn"unlcatlon networ'ks

~ A s
. N . -

- an effect ‘on the” ways in 7(1ch Vr'oups can organlze. Leavltt Guetzkow .and ‘ '_ .,
. . [

ent4 tas;{s and found that the type - . ©
- .~

Simbn gave differen.t gro

AN

of network 'ehat wds gf'fectlvef?de e ﬂon cthe type of tj,sk 1ntroduced
) ' /"l l
Another' depenc}ent vamable bes1des cent‘rallty, used ‘in network researéh

1
N N LY .

. 1s sat1sfactlon., ”:fulderj (~1959) “discusses three. hypotheses in relatlonshlp .
. e .. . . H ~ .
. tp the ocause pf&.satlsfaction._ P . - L < '

N iy \
¢ . ¢ F
. . .

. ‘ "‘A.— Acsivity: ]ust belng occup1ed’ .o . . C ., ‘ -

;d“ . P ’ ) N \ ".ﬁ&e—w—vg ’ )
B. Self—reallzatlon: hav:.ncT respons1b111'ty @' tl’ complet,lon o-fsone s |

<. t@ ) . ; . - ‘. ‘ ,

. d""?. e ' g T S R

Tyt : & The ;exerc;se of pover:. deternlnlnr*» the behav1or of , another pef*son e ’:ig L

: %@e is n'o\emplmcal researeh dlrectly %Yesting the idea that- activlty 7 @.

' ~ * > ,~.':

V_’o . leads 'to6 samsfaction.; ut at‘gentqon has been’ oiyen tq. the concept of power t i

-, o ye T . .
v 1t relates toiaﬁsfagor‘ Guetzk0w and Slmon (1955) conducted a's:t:udy

\

N N 1S . ;
o of motlvatlon concer'ned w1th the exercise of power and self-reallzat\an

Y .

.

They found that 'the exercise of powe%' 'o? d’etemun:,np the behawior of anotﬁer,

- leads to satlsfactlon .They also found tha self-;'eallzatlon, operatlomally o
. PO par
"defifed as being ‘resthicted'to complet‘inr' ‘%’é s‘ own tas"k did not lead to RN

-

" " ' I3 - . - 3 3 ) X . 3 y } M .
. sdtlsfactlon. . This study, conducted within an orsanizatien, ]&d them- to .
* ~- N @ A / < .

- ' . A‘ ' ° N e L)
.conclide that there\ was"hivher satisfaction when'a group member perceived s

4 - - . . -
¢ . - [
1 o
s P . tLe WO
. -

himself as being of rvreater 1mportance " . . ) o
] s . . . . / s
The cons:.deratlon of psycholocucal vamables suc}% as satlsf mn) self-

Al he “ - <l“/
. : realizatlon and motlvatlons have led us to fhe organlz concept, of C T
B S PR
A . . 4
. ; , E ' o ) RCE © 7
. <o . . I U . : o
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climateu'~0n5-of the fifst considerations of organizarional climate*was"that

. ‘- .
2 of Douglas McGreﬁor (1960) as he.tried to identify several mptivational bases

had .
)

: ’ . * - v

- ‘ underlylnv organlzational theory «HcGreyor drew a- dlstlnct on between two - 4

-

-

Q e
: RN - y

) . Schools of thlnklng whlch he called Theory X and Theory Y, /emphas121ng'd1ffer-

.

SR ‘ent aspects~of Haslow”s (19549 h1erarchy of'needs. a ./ t
'L' . Theéry X much llke Weberhs approach emphaslzed stanﬁardlzatlonﬁof rules
P Y - e === —
L dhd a h1erarch1¢al structure of author1ty ~Thepry X is based on the assumptlon ’

Y i *

E that people, ‘when FlVeh the qpportunlty, will hot. aécept responslb;lltx, there-

fore, they‘must be controlled and coerced intd. worklnn qoward organlzatlonal )

o v
2

°

” . -
< 2 ~ . .
B

- -
¢ . - goals. : ‘ L o
» . N 1 . . N "

= - ‘ Theory Y, usually callec a oartlcwpﬂtwve anproach Fmphasxzes that people o
. ‘\ .- . ) o n
readlly accept responslblllty in an. oraanlzatlon Theory ¢ assumes that S

. , .

when an 1nd1vlduar’1s allowed’ to become 1nvolved 1n,an oGVaanatlon in a

. : : self-actuallzln? way, : .the orﬁan;zatlon w1ll.benef1t. As‘each member self-
N T - — ¢ - T '
, actualizes; he becomes more creat1ve 1n h1s approach to solving oryanlzatldnal
[ -~ - v [ )

e problems,‘resulting in sreater personal satisfactioh and in greater produc-

- T .

' tivity for theéorganizat;on. Although McGregor prefers the Theory Y approach,

he does specify some sitgations in which this approach would Wbt be beneficial.

. e - - -~ v

The concept of self-realization is directly related to decision making

h
. . . R
‘ within the organization. James A. Lee (1971), ina summary' aid integration
3 hd ," )
} Eﬁ/,/ﬂéﬂf\thg:worh ofﬂﬂcGregor, Herzberg, Argyris, Likert, Maslow and others, sets '
X - ‘ = a
S .fbrth the following philosophy of managenent: ) * ' .
> iManagers should trust their subordinates- to be more responsible . o L
' . in the performance of their jobs; managers should permit the sub-
ordinate to participate in the making of his own job; manasgers ..
, should replace most of" the nechanlstlc structure .o w1th~an4 ~ 7
/ ' -’ N 2 AT Sox
. organic approach to erganization. (Lee, 19 l,.pp.- . : N . .
“ ’ . . . oL o ]
i . . f“

\)‘ ‘ . - v " . -
ERJ! . N 14 . 5 -
1/ " i . ( ’ A . - ’ :

. B . .
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YeGregor's conceptualization is only one of"a number of ways of consjider-:

ing organizatioﬁal,climate, dod a brief examinatiefl O
* S l ) * ' . ’

*»
conceptualizations geems appropriate.

these alternative

Tagiuri (1965) provides a definitien of clifiate within an educational’

.

He describes climatelas 'a relatively endurinp-quaiity of the

~

setting.

rinternai=env1ronnentfofaan orvanrzatron that*~ﬂ€a) is expe?ieneedmby its——————————

h membess, (b) influences their behaJibr, an® (c) can be.describeq in terms
. . 3
; o . o & .
of the values of the organization.. He defined an open climate as oné iP?which

L4
.

there is, attention to both task achievement and social needs.’
”»

Accordlnp to Hiles' (1969) and Gallahen (1965) an- open climate is a

e ~ o

a

. .- - >

’ fﬁncfion'oﬁ‘group ‘norms which encourane task achi%yement and support various

-
-

social needs, and these ‘norms are muéh less suppertive in'a closed climate.
— } . . N ‘ - 5!‘«. -
- - * - . ‘ 4
They sGggest that group ngrms are the factoPs which in turn promote SR
’. . . -, N ‘ . '5 ¢ . .
. 1nnovat1veness. 3 . ‘ )
» V! i
. Gentry and Kenney}(%/ﬁﬂ) suggest two prlmary "norms that def1ne/the

. organizational climate in school syStems (a) the typerof"facﬁlty ;nteractlon,

N

. and (b) the teacher perception of -leader behav1or.

H

A.study by Davis (1969) examined the relationships between innowativeness

4

of colleges and the derree to which the faculty participation is perceived
» - . . _ . . . N - ? !

as either recommended, obligatory or prohibited. He.partially confirmeé

‘

that norms relatine to participation are perceived as recommended and permL;ted

T T2

N\
in a high irfinovative collépge,.and as prohlblted in‘a low innovative collegé

- - ;
Thus, the climate, or sroup porm of participation is perceived more'ofteh /-

. -

v las being permitted in hiﬁhnlnnovatlve colleges than 1n low innovative colleges,

-

suggeSting that a climate of participation is more common in high innovative

-

- 1
than in low innovative schools.

-

v PR .
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'rh"1v—7- > - - »), ) * -

. Elblqr (1965) showed a pos1t1ve relatlonshlp between open cllmate and .
:.l' - » .

d 1nnovatheness in.a study where he compared the scirool staff 4n the five most

- A R . ' s .

:
\ . - a

T . ™ schoals in the betr01t*ﬁetro area. Marcum (1969) and Johnson and'Marcuht -,

i
|
] ]
:

* . e ,(1969) did 31m11an studles using imnovatiye and non-1nnovat1ve sohools and

o . |

s 1nnovative schools in the Detroit !letro .area with the five least 1nnovat10e
|
|

- -» . . .
Lsf‘ found,thatnmhere is a positive né’;tlonshln begtween open cllmate and 1nnovat1ve-

- ness in gchotls. - ., | . ‘ ‘ o
, D . ' N » .

M - E) . . . ’
’-/fxyh Jﬂhatﬁthen, are the imﬁgrtant factors sof an organizational climate which

x
“ye .

-, lead- to this hxgh degree of 1nnovat1veness’> Rogers (1965) observed that the' ~—
! %otlal characterLstlcs of a school and the communlcatlon behavlors of school
c n -" b - v } N
' [4

staff-members are related to the innovatiVenessfof the school system; and
4 - . . ’ ’ o ©t . -
s . . N o o) e
. “the literatyre on climate reflects this as more participative approaches

T " are dssociated with opep‘climates as has been previously discussed. . |
5 : RN

Aaroh ‘Lowin (lQﬁB}ﬁﬁnﬂ*hxs cr1t1que of. research concerning part1c1pat1ve

d Lt R " —_—
< dEClsion making, offers the followlnp def1n1t10n and model for looking at -
- - . . .. .
‘. . panti”ipatlve dec151on maklng - . -

J
v . - . - 1" o . i
|

‘"ﬁy partlclpatlve decisidn maklng (PDH) we mean a mode of organiza-
. tional epenatloas in which decisions as to activities are arrived )
"at by the very persons who ‘are td execute those decjsions.:-PDM - . e T
. is contrasted with the .conventional hierarchical (HIER) mode of .
‘ : eperations ip which decision and@ action functions are segregated in ° {
‘ — " N !
. the authority structure. (Lowln "1968, pp. 69) . ’ , .

- .,
v f
a E
-+ v Y 4

Lowin ‘goes on:to suggest that no organlzafion can operate on a purely
- T i \: ’ .‘ * ‘

"o 2

. bt . ot
2 PDM model, nor, can it always totally operat a traditional hierarchical

.

/ modek, He 'states that the'difference hetween the PDM and HIER decision oL T

“ . maklng pétterns are ‘of degree rather than of(EInd . v

<

=

.
N — .
| . determlnant of climate is the lcaderchlp style emplo (Hemphill, 1969) . .

¢~ _and (Bowers 1959). In a stpdy of organlzatlonal cli ‘&, Halpin (1966)

. L .
a~ . . . ! . P N
e © ' .. b , : o
o U RS : -
- - .
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;12_ . )

. ' . -
’ )

concluded that the prihcipal of a school determines the organlzatlonal clinate

s

in .an educational institution Skogsberv (1650) suggests that the léader-

sh1p patter'n of the superlntende t is tHe critical varlable in deteg*rmmlng

[}

the norms for Part1c1patlon and openness.

.
. s

Johnsbn and others (1967) found a 51frn1f1cant difference begaeen the

~ ’*?ersonmtrdmactemsﬁcs—of super*mt—endent&;n hlghAmLm low ;nggvatlve o v

. -,

schools. Those superint®ndents in the hmh 1nnovat1ve schools were mor'e o

outgolng, ventureSore and eioemnentlnrr than sdpem’ntendents in low 1nnovat1ve .

y
- . . . ' .

e schools. As stated in the di scussion of cllmate, the attltudes Qf 'the managgrs >
- . . ’ . ]
L4 ) . N .
and leaders creates the,organlzatlonal cllmate, and so you could expect'the 0
. * - . . .

“

”»

more venturesome and 'experirr.enting princip‘als would work ‘in-organizational

)

P
cllmates that were¢ more innovative, as thls study showed GZ"OSS‘and others c
o . L
. (.1968) found' that the admlnlstrator s wxlllnrrness 1o accept new 1deas can PR
account for the innovativeness of a school district. . J )’ . o ',t '
-~ i . 7 - . .

“ Another éﬁaj‘acteristic of iﬁno,vative climatés relates to the degree of: .

» . . . ' . ‘ , . ."' L- ° ‘* -" ¥
. external contact. Fullan and Eastabrook (1970) suggest that the gpeatér the « )
» o ) - . . 7
eXchange between the school and its various envirotimental c6nstituenci'es Lo do

¢ u

regérrdln? the formulatlon of goals, the'rireater the* deﬂree of lnnovatgnessl es
h

. ( “ ' ,
L Eibler (1965) found that.the facultles in the non-1nnovat1ve Scl;ols, .
’ M g v * \ oyt
"ew contacts with other faculty and professlqnal personneL ‘K1l genberg -

967) found that highly 1nnovat1ve schools relled on a greater number@f e

?
- . e

in'formatlon sources for new curriculum practlc_és.‘ _: *‘ . T L ) )
N \ Montemuro "( 1970) found that‘a'dm»:' trators most ll};e’ly to reject a p;"o-~ . :
’ ject were thoSe who'received little®¥r no informa't-is’n about it. ° ‘ B .
Another cmtlcal factor in detenmlnmg the cllmate of an opganlzatlpn ls ' T
.
) the way in which decisions gre mada 'I'hls 1s,ﬁ ngﬂicai d8pect of any - -

* ﬁ, EN . B .
4 ) : . ) . N . _’ . N
poy A : ’ .
. l . Lt - B . N . ’
. - gr . . . e .
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organizational climate

innovations, . . .

Unlike much of the researcigon organizational decision-making, where .

Uﬁg

busl] going on.

2

\
\
\
j
\
|

\

s

8

%

§ 7,

‘e ’ : * .
gussion of participative- decision

ey —

[ 4

. . R e s e e . S
decision making 1s an activity tal.ing place at one joint in time, we will N
. , i . » N ’ .
d decision, making as’a process, .or series of events that are continu-

Berlo (1960):suggests that all communication should be

{

. ©
o

, bht;especié;ly so” when considéfing~the adoption of

-
“
.

-

\

AY »

regarded as a process
‘ .

" The process of’k&n51on "ak;ng 1n an orranization 1nvqlves look;ng at
N

a series of activittes.

1. '‘then the ;nltlator of innovations considers alternatlve new Rracflces

or ideas - ) s
‘. ’

choices among’ 1nnov§t

, the selected parts, features,

¢
'S

RV
4

S

P

~

]

t

involxeé diffe?ent\sgyata of decision makers as well asféifferent internal

stages" (1&68, pp. 108). T

: _ Andther model,of the .decision making progess is suggested by Beal (lQGM)

" PR . . »

) ﬁe will use Béal's panadlgm as a brocess-orlentgii?pdel throughout the dlSF

* e

consists of the fgllowing five stages: .

» . .
LY ¢

P e

+

1., Stimulation of interest is the need
‘_¢-STIHULATION can be described as the
“pants become:aware of an innov¥ation

' 1mportant'*o other my

R Y

ers.

Ylan Lin (1968) suggests thaﬂ(the decigion making . ° ’

ions legitimized by* the initiators and transmit

5, OF informafion about the innovatiens
to filter down to the receiving or adopting units’

Lin éonc;udeq'that ""decision making is

—*akiﬁg in this study. Begl's paradigm .

~and it becomes significant or
; .

or ars ongoing, changing, continuous series of events. S

»

e -

- process is a combination of the following stares: " e &

/ -

*

+

s .
.
~ »

-~

24 "When the intermediate disseminators (or gatekeepers) make thexg .

-
.-
A

3. "When the adopting units assess the values and assets of the innovations =~ '
filtered down to theg~and decide to what extent they want to adopt
o 1nternal;ze the new ideas and practices.’

(1968, pp. 167 108) 5

_very complex process which . .

’

PR g

. .

for new ideas, by stimulators.

p;ocess by which iﬁvoiyed partici-

- - - 0

N L]

Yot
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2: Initiation of the new idea into the social system.
‘ e - R
e , L

SR + INITIATION is the px'o't:esé by which an inpovation receives Aincr'eas‘ed
- ‘attegtior. ‘ ' . L

-, . - s s ' s o
. 3. Legl ation of the idea'by loOWer‘ holdgers.. . ! f"\“ N

v

oL ¢ . LEMMT%lS the pmcess by w.Hrc}y the 1nnovat10n is approved or
‘ * anctloned Wy, thosé’ who'hold’ power or represent the values and ‘horms
, o of 'the soc1ety - Ct s .

. . ’ X . Lo . . P ~) v e i i .
. . .o 7

N . = = === = —

L @elslon to act by me‘m.be):s of ge 30c1a1 system. o ’ .

Ve Vo ECISI‘O!!. is. the orocess when the dec1sion is formally acted on, and -

Lt ol ac;tually fomallzga as poLlcy ) ) ' 4
* - , ] - - 'l > ., v M . . et

- Aot‘xon or e*geéutwn of the new idea, ‘ ’
ot L, AC’BLON is the ppc&s whzch mcludes thé mplemntatlon or executlon A
" ~of ‘ai mnoyatlon.. - ' -

K i vioe K
<
¥ I

e ] T-h;s study‘ull a’t‘tempi; to Pmsi broad base for the dec151on mak ing i

r, ’ pmass., msm& ﬂ‘e n‘odel.s presented' by..Lug a.rfl Beal ds refevences for the . .

S , ~ b’ . . ‘ L > ~ \V - . . .
. . L. . . 3 o
A varlpus stagesx‘ . . L% s, “~ ‘7 ' . B ‘

' L {. - H \.\n z ' ¢ /~ ' vt ' ‘ \ N
| MdS't of" the res%arch m tlgze ar'ea c»f’dec:Lsmn m’akmg, such as McGregor 8

- -
0,

R T - ”

o 'l'he.ory Xo and Thegny Y, has been charaoter'i;eg by its [unldlmensmnallty L ,

‘ot . . ° T e " ’ -
Thaqi is —organlzatlcha s fall cSmewhere on, Q\contmuum from self actualizing N .

PR o \ \‘ LS
S to totally meqhan;.stlc andtthe pomt ax wl;uch they fall charat:t izes then'

R . ~>', . “ L] . 'lé

: décismn makmg p;ocess.. Resea'r\.h a‘hows that organizational climate, leaden-

’
sfu,p style, apd m‘embershw partxeip,atloa are hlghly complex phenomena and

L

PR vary at. dlfferent s’t;ages in rt:he decuslon mak;np process, yet dichotomous )
. s ¢ . , T .

Y

e term sucp las apen or closed autocra?:lc or dembcraﬁ}partlupatlve or non- .

¢ .

.
.e

- g * .
.

. participative are conslstently used' . - .
/ e N . . . v
L Accordmg to. the process -mddels presented dec1s:Lon ma.kmg cannot be - '

.
. o8 . , .

. chapactemzed atr one nom{ in’ time, and cannot bE gharacterized along one ' .
A..I I o) v - d ¢ I " "

dimension Thené are several appt*oaches whlch prov1de a br'oader conceptuallza— 3

] K
S - . y

’ tlon of organizations, "and 1t is meortant that we con51d9r these as we look .
Lo , , ) , ‘e £
} ’ '... . ES 7 . . . ' ) : P / - .
’ Q. Y 4 P - ' ot -
l: lC : v - ) ’ ' : " - ) . ..
“ 4 ' [N
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P
at the relationship between aec1sion making patterns, organizational climate, 'E

- 4

o
| . and the édoption of new practices and RPOCedUPES"Wlthln an Organization. L '\)-_
| P - - ' - s
- 6 : o)
~ - Of tTe various perspectives, a systems approach with an emphasis on' 7 ° e
R » - . ‘ ! ' : . K
r‘iations11ps among dynamic, 1nterdependent elements'is more conduC1ve to 3
1 AR . . ) h d N
{ .
fruixful communication analysis than are the dichotcmous autocratic democratic )
\-/ . A ) .
g abproachés. Developed by.Bertalanffy and Miller, Budkley. “ACk—ff §hpnnon - ‘;i
. and Ueaver, a general systems. view of organizations is concerneﬁ‘WTth reiatren*::2:==f==7
. LD ' ‘n ‘ ’
) sh1ps w1th1n an organization and alsg the_rblatmonibips between ‘an organiza-’ ’ SR
. T .o . . s.
. tioq and its env1rop<2nt o e . : T " oo
- ¢ Katz and Kahn Ftress th@t an ornanizatibn can be characterized ds ap : e ¥
. L - h AR
/ ’ ‘ .." .. » ’ - !
’, open sacial systam wher. it —alntalls “tse £.thr ough constant 1nterchangé -
- -t - = " N
’ with its environment. According to Katz and Kahn (1966), the follow1ng are . > .
H '3 s
) -1mpOrtant characteristacépof ‘an organization as -an open systenL KR ) -
@ - I - .
. 1. There i& always "enérgy input from the environment. No social system 4y , - \"
) X Y is self-sufficient. -, . e . )
\2: The organization as a system,-transforms this energy, constituting
, ¢ work in the system: The reorgagization of 'dhergy can be in the form :
' of creating a new prdduct, trainipg or teaching people, processing K
. materials, etc. v , - . o
' . .
v . o 'S ‘.
. 3. The system outputs some material whether it be an 1nqu1r1np ‘mind . ,
) : or a packace of cereal. ) ¢ ) S )
. » . N =
k g s ) 1 » &
o, There is a cyclic chain of evénts in a system. There are manj‘such; i
cycles operatina at the sgpne time 1n a system, \All ‘of these cycles = " .
together can be said to represent the 'structure of an, organization. ‘ o
./ ‘. . * . =
‘ 5. Systems acquire negative entropy The principle of negative entropy
) is'simply that all systems constantly move: toward chaos and uncertainty, *° i
and -only by importing more engrgy from its environment can ‘an’ organiza-
* - tion improve its survival status. . g . N .
) ‘e b ~ .
) ) 6. In the open systemrs, feedback helps| to maintain a balance between ' e
. ’ . a system and its enviropment. Feédpack consists ‘of signals to the.
system gbout the functjoning of thelsys en in relationship to its |,
environrent. It allows for the systkm Jo correct for its own mal- "
. functionids. =~ __ °. ' : Coe. . . ' )
“ ‘ o . .; “ )/ N .
Q ‘ “ . ~ ' : . ~ "
ERIC <0 . ,
T 4 - 1. ’

Y ] T . N ,‘ ' . ——
et ) _ . - . o ‘
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"perspective. 2
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R . :
° 7. BecauSe a systen is coﬁstaptly receiving feedback about its relation-
ship to its environfient, and is constantly ad]ustlng to thls feed-

. back, a»system is dynamlc and ever-changing. -

’

Lew1n (1947) was one ‘of the f1rst to study organlzatlons from a systems
He talked about a quas;-stationary equilibrium in an organization

N ,
in which the org anization attermpts to maintain a certain 'character."

I "' '
order to malqtaln this ‘character or equll;brlum an organization is constantly
N - v

L

/"""

o

ot

T 5
< d

.

™ ment.
— s . ]

-

changlng in relatlonshlp to thé wonld around it,
- . % .

Researchers who look at organlzatlons as open systems Katz and Kahn ;

12
Platt and Hlller (1959)- Meier (1963); 4

(1966) Miller (1960 and’ 1962)
, 5
Guetzkow (1965) leert (1967) Reudlno (1972)5 and/ﬁogers .(1973), to name

e
v~

L]

-a few focus on sevcral key 1ssuas thaz ve have 1ncorporated in this study.

J
V;ew1ng an opganization as an openvsysiim researchers hate concentrated

.
~on how 1nformatloq is transferred bgtyeen ‘an orOanlzatzon and its environ-
¥ "1 N ‘ .
pproach is on

.

'Ahother focus ¥or researphers who stress the systems
. ' . LT .
the interdependency of the components of the system. Roger# (1973) states

; ]
that the 1ntendependenqy of all of the parts of the system implles an impor-

G’(

This funqtioﬁ”ts to fac111-

v

‘ tartt fupetion for organrzatlonal communlcatlon

Jeow ¢ s

,tate the development and. malntenance of deslred 1nt§r-connectrons gmong
- . 3

"elements w1th1n the systém Katz and Kahn (1966} stress that an open system
egﬁﬁronmental

-

approach will empha51ze that an erganization's change due to

influences T!'to{e? viewed as a’healthy on-going process, not a malfumct:.on-
"w ing of‘the organization: . .‘. ’ g i".'
Likert (1967) stressed, that an organization should be v1ewed as'a‘totai
] R A LT
/ system, and suggested a var1ety of concepts- along ﬁhlcﬂ organlzatlons vary,
almost all of which are»based on eommun;cat}om-prlnc1ples.apd'varlables
! , i . ) .

‘ A .
He suggested the following dimensions:

-
b .
) N -t

<



: b ! 5 .
A ~ . )
* ? . ‘ .
. . .
. N v, [ .
! -}7- : .
. h _’, ’ " i
§ : 1. The 5egree to which' superlors are receptive to lnformatlon from
! . subordinates; , ;
“ ,
[ * N . . é . _
| . 2. tﬁb degree to which superiors listen to suberdinates; *
j . . - .
{ 3. the degree %o which organlzatlonal members are receptive to new
[ vldeas, - . . .
: 4. perceived degree of freedon to approach and communlcate with' one s e
. superiors- . - , ¢
T ‘ J . .
». 5. degree to which members are 1nforTed about what 1s going on in the ¢
A erganization T _ *

»

L]
2]

Along those dimensions, Likert ‘categorized the following organizatiohal

systems: (I) Exploitive-authoritative, (II) Benzxplentsauthonitative, (111)
Consultatmve (Iv) Participative-group The results of Likert's research

-

1nd1cate that orvanlzatlons’@hlch are more part101pat1ve and receptlve
/

-

fficient than Systems I and II

’

to new ideas such-as SystJn IV are more e

g Y

L 4

v

dependencies existing between factors.
‘ *

< ‘ . A . . i

input at different levels within the organization, and the relative effective-

ness of thosé inputs at different poinig in time.

This type of appfoack allows for

-

'y,

$chool System Variables tthich May Affect

Aﬁow qf Mew Practices

As we look at the system within which the 10 reading programs being «

1, ~

J ot

Sizes df School Systems ‘(districtsg) rangé from a few hundred

v

students to over 100 OOO students per distrigt.

promoted by NIE/HEW'ére being introduced,ﬁghe may note wide-dieergeic
structures. ,
Thi‘obvxously will’be

associated w1th varylnqﬂgggrees of complexlty of organ&zatlonal -atructure

122
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and with differing patterns of decision making. Both,the literature on

-

diffusion research (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971) and that on organization
research just citedy suégest the impact of organizat}onal strpcture and decision
making patterns on adoption of inovations. i ) ‘

Roéers andr Sheemaker suggest ,that more authorttative patterns may result
. . . . {

in quicker initial adoption, but less enduring use of practices introduced. }'

Hawkins (1972) proposes that the lgvel of‘part1c1patioL in the decision '

I

Ty e s === —— mm—— ———

process should be studied in at least two stages. The first Stage he refer&w i
' %

to as informatiomn seeking; the second stage he refers to as the‘lmplementathn'“

. . o & . -

“+ » ~
- .

.stage. He used’}irst phase data from the present study to test hypotheses
: - ¢

.related to four combinations oippigh and low participation at each gf tMse

stages.

. *

As he predicted the lowestfie;el of adoption was when the participation

was low at -both the information seeklgg and the 1mplementatlon stages.

- . Gl

Differences amUhg the oYher three cells were not statlstically s1gn1f1cant

P e . . . . - .
) 'Bht Vre 1n the predicted direction. He predicted _:chat the more enduring
Ye ) 4,

i3

u%g would be in those systems in which there 'was high participation at both

o N — * 4

. stages in the decisions process. Hawkin's analysis has added another dimension

to the usual view of participation in the decisionv;rocess,'one which offers
. . part. ‘ :

.

possibilities for more fryitful an@glysis in relation to adoption of innova-
tions.

The 'set ofyvariables to be included under level of participation in the

B »

present study include: %ho- pets consulted when new practices are first

- - - J
considered? lho gets to vote on acceptance or re3ect10n° What is the;peq(

\

ception as to how autocratic or democratic the decision process is within

the systeﬁ? How often does the administrator carxy out decisions of systenm

DO
N Y]
-~

‘*'” -
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. 7, T r ’ - .
members? Y. o
- - ) > M i ° - ‘ . L4 »
y As. the complexity of the organizational struiture incbease31 the flow

~ . ¢ -
of communication is more likely to go through more steps and the network

- v : . ° N . A - . .
through which messages’ flow becomes more complex. Potentially, this may

impede phe flow of messages and thus slow the process of deciS%on‘making
& \ » . .

and adopfion of new #ract%pes . .

In this study,. the set off variables Considered under the heading of

—d e R

P}

!

\

organizagional gomplexity -will include the number of links in thq<;dministra-
. L -
. . A | . .
tive hierarchy from the top adpinistrator to the persons who would actually

PP

QSé the pr§cfice'beinbvproposed, the size of staff,.number of students,
’ ﬁﬁ@,er of administrators in relg\tiov to number of teacfmers, and the nunber,"
‘?ofzspgcial érogram directors. ) | -

- . : ., ) ) '

'Bogers and Shoemaker, as well as othéps, have pointed out that in the
early pkaées of the adoption process that cosmopolite sources may b; mcre
3 - a .
. heavily used as information sources; while later in the adoption process;
[N - . .
i.ea, when the decision finally is being made‘?p acceptcdr reject, locaiite
* . A i
.’ sources may'be more Hea&ilyAused. For the reading programs,*a cosmopglite
' . ) . 7 2, , -
tfpe of source wou%g be‘the International Reading Association, un?versities,

LI

. journals,{and school systems at increasing distances from the person con-

sidering the practice. In the present study, those sources have Eéen

- -

' 0 »
-,

I3

taken as subsets of a gategoiy labelled external-contact.*

e ’ S . :
Afiother variable related to adoption in the diffusion literature is the
‘ L= : . 5 -
. M » { .
extent to which there is a.norm for change and innovativeness within the
. ‘ \

system, referred to in this study as innovation proneness. This variable may

i o

be refletted in the way one ranks his system if relation to other systems ime

‘fegard to, earliness or lateness in dcceptinpg nei practices geﬁenally. It

p i ¢ i
. .- . . v

\ : ‘

el
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also may be reflected in the perceived rece.ptzuty or rresistance to new _ A !

practices among va,rious units within the system--teachers, administretors, Ce ', B
; and school boards for example ‘

9 B s,

-

-

i _:- ,.-mﬂzher set’of ¥i'vazuabl& which relates to .the rate and level of . -

adoptxoq qfre tﬁxose pertaining to characteréstics of the practices themselves.
. . J @. .

Rogers and Shceniaker cite work jn this *area '\mder the headings of relative ]

advantage, complexity of' the practice, compatibility w1th existing practice, B
- — -

et S ER Y i .
e divisibi:-hty for trial, a.nd observability of the results. Limited attention '
3 has been given to tlus set of variables m past diffusmn research. It ‘,',;‘\.‘

A3
71—-.44’

. seems obvious that tlus set also could have a strong, mpact on decié’.’:ons to

-
3

—~ A\ ; - . - ' .
i > in the pSA;_ a set of booklets, each of which describes one of the 10 reading.

programs; demonstration centers where visitors could see the programs in

oy . - . ' ) ’. -
operation; cénferences; journal articles; and other mass medis; and personal <
contacts. ' _ ' . v .

Jo1

' D. Hypothesized Relationships * =~ .

L

Given the sets of variables noted above, the finéings Qf previous '

reeeax::h, and the assumptions 'regarding the operation of the diffusion pro- / * 1
. cess, the follovfing hjpothesiie.d relaticnships.will be used. to guide the‘: R // .
_ data analysis: C . | : :‘
L ]

Adoptz.on of the new programs will be negatively related to organiza~
tional complexity

. Acopuon of the new ppograms willk be positively related to participa-
.. tion in the decision fmaking process. v

Q »

o P 2
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o, e Adopt:lon».gf thwmmm will be poslt:.vely ‘related to 1evel of »
T 3[’ . ' exter-nal contact A TN - P - 7
e e} R R e :
b, . Adootion df the n programs"wlll be positively related to inndvation -
- - : pronenese._' . : oo, - ..
. . : ~

;5% Adoptlon o# the new programs will be posxtwely related to- exposure to
' messages about the reading programs’ .
’ . - .3 . o r, . R .. X
6‘ Adoptlon of ‘the new programs will be: . . [, . ' -
a. Posxtﬁmlated to per'celVed relative advantage 6f the practice, i
b. negati related to perceived complexity of the practice; -
. .c pos:.tlvely related to ‘perceived di\?iélbzllty of the practice for — — ——t
N trial; : ) .
y-d posxtlvely related tcr ‘peraélved compatlblllty with present practice. .
The data 1;0 be collected to test those hypothesized relat.lonshlps and
‘i?’ foo. i
. the methodf ot collectlom will be descmbed in ‘the next chapter. ; e
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| ' ! .~ CHAPTER IL. . - , |

L - . Methodology ~

0 e e .
- e - .- - ¢ ~ ,

. . 3 ey ¢ )
"' The-study design employed factor snalysis and di fference statistics to

. %determine change\in level of adoption of the ten mading programs,’ and to .

Y . s - :]

- identify lat1ogships Tmong selected varlables and- the level of adoption ~

7

©

- A S

- «Telephone interviews were used to collect data from supervisors of L

*

reading programs’m a sample of schocl d:.str:.cts in the USA. Variableés |

\ I ~
covered in the data ‘collection were: - adoption lewvel,. décisxon making patterns,
organizational complexity, "innovatich proneness, petceived characteristics

. . » 0 -

of the reading programs being promoted, contact‘J with informatjon sources

A .
external to the-school system, and exposure to messages about the reading
. L - : » - ) o N Cu
. programs., . - .

- - . « . L

- ) "A. Population:and Samples . . o
) - : -
- e R
e e - - " s =
. Th'e population for the study was 18,600 school districts ‘onwa mailing -
‘. ra o L ’ ‘ ! ;’
list presumed ‘to cover all school d1stmcts in the USA A subpopflation o

nt
nz ¢

. wzthin that populat:.on was a set of school d1stricts from’ which requests had )
been rece:.ved for bopkle‘ts descr;.bing one or ‘more of' the t’ reading pro-
. 'grams. Most.of those 1,u55 requests came on order foja 'cohtained in ‘a

’ v
LA 'brochure describing the progr,ams but 3 few came in letters or on postcards

’ . ar

< ‘l‘wo penel-type samples were drawn, one from the subpopulation wlugh had 4

‘-r'equeeted booklets ( referre"d to as "brochure sample"), and one from the

- a

remaining schools in the total popul tign of schools (referred to as "dxstrict .
.

. .sanple"). : sem%'of 100 school d.}.Str‘lctS was selected fram the subpopulation

¥

+ | pequesting. tife hooklets. Trus was done by arraying the requests in the order

. . 3 [P &
. . i L \‘a . ( '
P . 4 v , - ! »
. s . . é - R LT -
'
,

*




,atrandgmAsampledof 50 school districts from each of "the four strata. §éhpol {

- -23-

5

ifi hhich’they were received, then picklng a random starting point/apd gelect-

ing svery nth request S0 as to get a sample of 100 ) o
P :

The subpopulatlon of school d1str1cts which had not requested booklets ’

was dlv1ded into four'strata of school size and a random startlng po1nt

s

selected from which every nth school district.uas selected so as to obtain .

-

districts within each of the strata were arrayed alphabetically for this -

. : 4 i b
. . ~

sampling procedure - . . . - O

1,4 ' .’
Data were collected from these two panel-type samples four times at

'

intervals of two t6 three months beginning in April of 1972 and ending in

. ¢ )
~ _\ N [¥3 ." v
_ The following chart shows the strata by school sizejfith the .number and .

May of 1973.

percentage of, distrlcts for each size category and the' estimates of the '

,numben.of pupils, for eaCQ's1ze category Actual numbers of pup;ls by size -

categories were not avallable from USOE at the time of ‘sampling so the

number of puplls was egtimated by taking the category median and multiplying
-
it by the number of dgstricts, except for the 182 largest schod! districts.

For that group of 182, the estimates for all the other categor;es were

-

subtracted from the total number of pupils listed in the USOE data. ¢

o . . »
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. E ' 1 T ' '.
School Size Categories, Grouped by Strata -
" . ’ Used :for Sampling )
' ‘ - - - '
- Ay, . .

L
* -

Categories of ) -
*School Size /

s |

Pupil§

Districts

I No. of Pupils " No. % No. %
. . . & ) . ‘
.1 0 - 299 7,089 37.59 1,063,350 2,32 - -
- . 300 - 599 ° 2,483 13.16 1,117,350 2.43
Sndhhens — T T ? - = - - - - == [ e e L R )
- & 600 : 999 ~*1,965 10. 42 1,572,000  3.u2
- 1,000 - 2,499 3,477-<  18.u4 6,085,750 13.25
\HI 2,500 - 4,999 2,025 10.74 7,594,750 _ 16.54
o ' 5,000 - 8,999 1,096 5.81 8,220,000 117.90
AR ‘ .
v : 10,000 - 24,999. 542 2.87 9,485,000 20.66
25,000 - 999,999 =~ 182 .96 10,767,000 23.45 |
o~ — 2 - /
L ] 18,859 99.99 45,905,200  99.97
3 - -a / . > ? ) ' 6.14 '
To provide a check on the effect on adoption which might be attributed to
. » ' - . . r ’
. repeated interviewing, other ran/dmﬁ‘ sgmples were drawn to serve as contriil
. ~ ) ‘
! groups.. Thre; sets of these were drawn from.each of the two subpopplationi.”
' ~ . < ; .
.For the "district control samples", 67 school districts were drawn from ,
- k] ) , ~ i3
that remaining "district” subpopulation-for each of the last three data™ ~ -
i L
B collections; for -the "broehure control samples', 50 school disfriﬁts'here_hw
. drawn from those remaining in the' "brochure" subpopulation for each of the | '
N\ : * . .
¥ - last threer data collection$. . !
¢ e ‘ : ) “
. - Use of the subpdpulation of school systems which had requested‘bookletg
| ‘insured getting a-subset of respondents who were aware of the programs.,
| . . AEPY
| - Schopl systems which were eliriinatéd from the samples due’tolrefusal,
A o o '
| imability to contact, or any other reason were replaced by using a randomly
F‘ selected starting point im the list of schools for the appropriate subpopul-=
! »~ ’ . ¢ - - 7 h ’
B -'_ﬁionaand_selécting évery nth schopl “ror the list.
1* ! )
| ) = ? B




- . The follown.ng hst shows the dates and sample:sizes for each- data
' ' + -t .- hd

S ’

~

collection phase :

} -~
’ ~ . ——

Dates and Samples For Each Data Collection Phase B

.

10 Data Collectlon L, - . - . Samples ' . ' . -
N Phase Time Interviewed
o - - e e . I o
’ :#'1' .77 April 2 to May 12, 1972 District Panel of 200
P - S ‘Bréchure Panel of 100
L #2 Sept. 25 to Oct.-27, 1372 District Panel of 200
- ) ! ) Brochure Panel of 100 -
% - v , ’ - ) ~

- ’ - _ . District Control #1 of 67
: Brochure Control #1 of 50

. T #3 ~ Jan. 15 to Feb. 9, 1973 District Panel of 200
e = - Brochure Panel of 100
.o - e . ’ District Controw of 67
’ .7 ) ’ ) .quochure Contro #2 of 50 =
#uy _ April'9 to May 18, 1973 District P:-mel of 200 > - s
) . Brochure Panel of 100 ,
-4 ' ; District Control #3 of 67
, o ‘“Bpochure Control #3 of, 50
.. ' ' ‘ A
i _ B. Data Collection ‘ SR
4 _
. ~ A ~
1. The Ihstruments ) .
v ﬁ . The basic data collection instrument was a 6u-item interview'schedule. :
. v 'V‘~ .

JSfiee Appendix A-1.) Questions were constucted to provide measures of level

v

() ».of adoption and of the siy sets of var*'iables presumed to reflect factors ’ 4

.+ +related to adoption levels, Those si)ﬁ sets are:

1. Ofganizational com lexity : e T
, . ‘ :

2. Decision making patierns

’ 3. External contacts (with informatiomsources)




b

. .o - , -26= . (‘ ' s
;: .' i 5 - . . *
. L ) . : s . v —
4. Innovation proneness ° .

5. Chéracteristics of practices - ' L
‘ ) > -
6. Exposure to messages about the reading programs : -.

~

/Por the second and third phase data c'ollection, the méasin'es'on adoption’

~ . - o

¢

Aetel and the questions tapping exposure to megsages about the reading .

... __ proframs were the only data;collected from the panel samples, The full

¢

.

sinc.e the first phase int rview or had there been an ex‘ror J.n recordmg Qr '

- ] . ‘ » 2 ! 4. & -
64-item interview schedule was used in collecting ‘data from 411 of the - .

c{zntrol samples. ' S N Lo

-

The full set of questions was asked of both panel and control samples P

‘__/ & » o e

in the fourth phase data collection. For the panel samp].es a validation-

-

.che&k of first 'phase interviewing and coding was ‘inc,l‘lféled This. was_ accomphshed

» L.

by preparmg a computer printout of each respondent's f:.rst pha%’ replles
-2 r
tg/the questions and the coding of those neplies. One copy of fhis .printout
%
was sept to the respondent.and one yzas kept ‘for the telepho'ne interViewer .
S 1. )
- - . M » Y )
1

.

to use.’

. A .. ‘ § .
During the interview, parel respondents were asked td check the.responSes “
recorded én the printth and indicate (a) whethér the response was correct

for the present time; (b) <if not correct, whether there had been ‘a chaggg "

.

- .

coding the résponse. The interviewer noted on his copy of the printout whether

. .
" the response was still accurdte; whether it had changed, or was in error; and
L )

noted:the correct current response. . o T e . .

. L]

A set of open-ended probe questions (Appendi'; ,A-2)-was ‘used as a means .
of obtaining as much data as possible on sources used by’ respondents to get
messages ahout the reading programs and the content of those messages.:  « -

A feedback form (Appendix A-3) was used to get reactions from -a small

-

ks

'

-
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' number of persons who v1slted the demonstratlon center at Indlanapolls s
¥

. - 'l - 1 Aanet
v ' - ) . ¢ )
.

. IndJ,ana, or the ore at Tepeka, Kansas 0 - ;]

! Ve

- ' » H K4 - PR
. A Fimited prete&t_ of the instruments was conducted among coord nators
- ’
1
, of reading-.programs in four scheol districts in the Lansing, Michigan area. .-

- 3
-

. 'This Was fba-siqally to determine the ability of these persons to provide ) '
Y .
+ the 1nfprmatlon bemg re‘quested a:nd to determlne the time requ&red» to com- .

SRS SO U

g, ‘%lete the ‘schedole .

2. The ‘Procedures o ’ . - . )

. A’'copy of the interview schedule with a .covering letter, was mailed to

‘the superintendent -of each schecol district ‘in the samples. .The super-

. . -
. - . .

« intepdent was ing,tructed_to forwand the instrument to the persgn charged ‘with -
- . n
. ' ‘0 . t . ) .
L supe'rvisiom of reading programs in that dﬁtriclt. In the case of no spetified o
13 . |
. read1ng coordlnator the person most qualified to answer was to be contacted

- . *1
Each respondent was not1f1ed in.a letter 1nc]}ded with the questlonnalre |

»

" that he would be- contacted by telephone in order to elicit his responses.

¢ . [ . 3E

Telephone 1nterv1ews were ‘used for several reasons: ' . - .
+h . N 1
Y, . 1] 1t allowed for two-way communication in the 1.nterv1ew/31t'uatlon, and J
' ' probing fer additional details. ’ ‘
Lo 2, Jith a sample as widespread as this population, 4t would have been
' . very difficult®and costly to\gonduct fielu surveys. y Y
- / *
. 3. Mail surveysm-rould llkely produce a low percentage of responses .o ’

which would limitv data analysis”and generalizatioms.

- 4, Uith the comple~< organlzatlon of some school systems, the telephone
Zontact helped 'irsure that the most appropriate person in the
e school sﬁ;tem was contacted to responc to the questionnaire. WATS
' 11ne service allowed repeated calls at low cost to establlsh contar®

' .
‘Interviews were conducted by rilchlgan State Unlversny students, under o °

© ~ . v

~

the-supervision of Dp. Lawrence E. Sarbaugh, project director. A training -,
? ‘ ’ - -
3 session for all ﬁlterviewere was conducted prior to each data collection '
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v ¢ . .
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' phase. Edch intervieéwer pas given a training mardual (Appendix B) and monitored
-, . .. :

. —

—_ throughout the data coflectlon All intérviéws were checked at the end of

- »

- ‘each day, and in the event. of mlssmg data, the sub’]ect was calded agam, ’ e

-

- and - the ,issing Hata dbtalned "To avoid the effects of fatlgue, edch inter- "y

e ' . [
P A

viewer was scheduled for mno lgpge% than two t9 threeahbgrs per day. :

. R ] S 1
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

The .most tlme consumlng part of the. 1ntérv1ew1ng was lecating the
approprlate respondént in the school“systEm and scheduling a tzmerwhen he or.. w}&,~
. o j v R O
she would he avallable for the 1nter01ew Once this was accomplished, - ‘<,§%3

’

. sampIeAmgybers were generally very cooperdtive. In fact,’it was not unusual @;‘
el - .

'for the interviewer to find that it was diff&dult to terminate the interview |

«

.

~ “because the respondent wanted to continue’ talking.ébout\hgadiné‘pr6ﬁrams in
» ) . B : N .

o his school.

’
© . .

|

|

|

(o . . l

The feedback forms Tyw' he demonstration centers were mailed to the - . i

‘ - .

.person in charge of the demo nstr ion center with a return envelope for |
. ' - s {

: ‘seach person completing a form. The réspondent completed the feedback form,

e - -

; . . . . P .. l
sealed it in the envelope and it was then mailed to the project office at R
o R |

|

|

Michigan State Univer%ity. .

* ’ .« s
- . ¢ - . ./.'. 4 ’ \

e, . - €. Cc¢ding

‘ ]
”

Each person assisting with coding was assigned* specific questions for . 1
| ]

E 3 ) s s .
= ease of training and to insure higher consistency wheré interpretations c.

responses were required. Two or more coders’ wcrked with each set of questlous

f
. L)

. and spot checks were made by one coder apainst another as a check for pos~i*'-

coding errors. ‘/here disqrepanéies were found, the work of a coder would

Is
. N . PR

. be completely reviewed or the coding for a question across all samples wguld
N - L

P I '
be reviewed if the error were on only one question. L .

- -

‘Y ) =

e -
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&

,was adequate to tap the major -éazia'bles presumed to be related to adoption

’ » .
~ - & s _29- ‘ - . { .
. v .o . . L3 e
e . R - o : L A
At the completion of coding for eaclt data phase, the person supervising . .
cow ‘ . .. ¢ . ,
coding .selected & random set of questipnnaires:and checked the accuracy of
. e . \ . . . - Fi - =
the coding. Where-errors appeared on the codingwof a question; the coding
A . . - , 7l %
‘ - d . ! . . A @
of that question was reviewed on all questionnaires. i o
. c Lf . ol -
Sy - = — . v
2 D. Index Development ‘- . , ¢
A J g -
. . ) . . , . . s
S L [ AU . ® PR S SS VR ROV - o — e e e

*

In the development of this study it was déc:.ded that no smgle measure D

-

of newﬂpracti_ces "within an organization such as a school district. - Thus

se;reral items were developed which, wheng combined, would presumébly provide
< . . -

a composite measure for vzriables such as organizational complexity, participz

-

‘e

[ -

. . s _ . . 4
tion in decision making, and external contact, .
r

In addition, a set of numerical values was needed to permit easier com-
t .

- <

parisons on adoption level among the various subsamples, and within subsamples
* -
o . B e .

at different. points in time. A'scale Qa‘s“&esired which wbuld’inake visibie : .

the number of stages throug,h whlch a person or grbup had moved by the time

of data collection, one«d{léh would give the highest value for the person - ;

or gro who had moved fmm no awareness of the program to ;nrplementmg Lo

a decision to) adopt or re]ect the progran, and one which would glve the lowest N
va,'l.ué for respondents who yrere not even aware of the program. ’

. v r”‘

Rejection was considered as.legitimate an act as uge/p?a”p/rbgram, under
. . . 1 T LT e )
the assumption that a rational decision;—tonscibusly made, could include a
- 5 - . B
- LI 3 L g . L

decision that a pregram is not appropriate for use in a given situation. . ,
: ‘ ; ; - )

e T T 4

--At the desc'rip\:iv:e'level of analysis, the nurber of adoptions and.rejections

" will be ndted, so that a more definitive interpretation of the final 'adoption

- " . ) .

stage is possible. . . : C . .




Y. An Adpptlon Scale ' ‘ ,’ 4

‘v . - -

- ;
The adoption scale developed here builds on the five ba51cladoptlon stages -~
-4 ' .

' used in prlor diffusion research It has added rejection as an acceptable

 final step; It w1ll be notedfln the comp051fe sca;e that the values assigned

~ & B

- increase with an.lncrease 1n the number of stages through which the person _'

e~
.

or group‘has passed. It also should be noted that stages 2 and M are not
. ) . - T S
consldered necessary 1n a' saguence of stages, while stages'l, 3 afid 5 are con-

sidered necessary in a sequencgfthat,has reached the-point of implementation
' ; - ’ ’ “n , - .

of d decision. o . - - . L

" The basic-stages used;in building the scale are as follews:

.

Awaré of one or more of the onrosrams;

s Y
»

- \
Sought infbrmation about gne or more of the programs.

Cons tdered wsing one or more of the proyrams, i, e., does this program
seem appropriate for my school would 1t be better than what is
now bejng.used, ete.

. [ e s

Tr1ed one or mere of the programs or some part of one or more of
the programs ;

"Had decided to adbp{ (either. completely or'partielly) or to reject
one of the programs; -and-had implementéd that decision. ° ™

The composite scale is as follows:

- Value AssTpti®®@™™ -  Adoption Stanes Included -

No aetion=

Adoption stage

Adoption stages

Adoption stages

Adoption stages

Adoption stages
or 1, 2, 3 and

Adoption stages 1, 2, 3 and S, or 1, 3, 4 and
5; or 1, 2, 3, 4 end 5 .
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2. Participafion in Decision Making )

. - -

v ’ As noted in the review of literatupe, decision making has been studied
within organizations under a number of dichotomoys label§: autocratic-vs.

democratic; open climate vs. closed climate; Theory % vs . Theory Y, etc.’ e

- - .

Thesdiall encompass the notion of level of partlclpaxlpn in decision making” ' KR 1.
~ 3 E .

> +

. by the members of the organization. 4 : . .

: Two .types of measures oprartlc;patlon in decision maklng ﬁaye befng - )
included in this study. One measure uses the 'labels autocratic-democratic -
‘ .- ' . : ’ : e
and asks for the respondent's¥pernception &f how autocratic or democratic he

g e A

- TR - . - ,':,‘_ ]
belleVES the dec1s1on maklng process is within his school system. . )

- . .
The second measure, more systems oriented, involvés a set of questions ]
.o o . )
- ‘g

‘bwhich ask for specific bghaviors which have face validity as indicators’ of ’
h '

.
.

the level of participation ‘in the decision mdking process;: Four of these
y r - . N . .

! are contained ih questions 11, 12, 13 apd 4 in the questionnaire (Appendix
b q R ; ques PP
. ’ “« . . .

An. . . - | . .

v

ey
-

- . The_points covered in refation to participation in’'dgcisions regarding

.
- ’ .

: ther introduction of new practices are as follows:.

1. VWho gets consulted? - B R ) ‘

3 . . |
- . »

v

' ' a. All the faculty . . -
;+ b. All affected faculty . o= ”
- c. Some group of the affe¢ted faculty : . ’ ‘
X d.. Some group of the total faculty, such as a curriculum commlttee — -
I . je. Some individual within the faculty , {
’ f. No one . :
’ i C o - j )
J2. Who votes on xhq dec1s1on° The same set of options was employed in
the' coding scheme, excefit that “some 1nd1v1dual votes" was considered
a ndll set and not inclnided. -

. . v - ! . ¢

o A s

- *3. Who makes thg f1nal dec1s1qn on adopflon or non- adoptlon of a new
program? . , .

» .
~ ‘ . b
+ v

a. Consensus of teachers and administrators . - Ti Ty ; -

1

\‘1‘ - . ’ . . . i ..
ERIC ¢ e --36 o .
rorecrosieio enc) Ea T . . .- T o -

- ’
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" factor,

-32- ,J : .

. B |-
" b. * Curriculum committee s o -
.¢. Administrative group or superlntendent of 1nstruct10n .
. d. Curriculum director . - i X o
e. Superintendent ' ‘ v
r £, School é,_ ard o o
‘4, Who may request’ that a new program be considered?
° . v - .
T a. Any teacher : , ’ ;o
b. Ténured teacKers E '
c. Someone in the department :
d. Curriculum committee * ;
_.e.  Principal- . , :
¢  f. -Superintendent / . 7T 77 f”""f“/"w’“‘”"'“ o -

- - L

An 1tem factor analy31s u51ng data from the:district panel sample in
Ihe first phase data collectlon conflrmed.that these items fit together on..

»

a common dlmensiéh' Some other 1tens also had prlmary loadings on the same ‘

»

The main cnes weré the items on receptivity or re515tance to_change
* -~

v - 2

" among administrators, school board members, and teachers within the school
bbb {

. coﬁsined into a 5-point .scale. This was -done to provide a greater range

system, cThat is not surprising in view of worquéported in the literature

. L . .
review rdgarding the positive relatifnship between climate &nd leadership .

Innovativeness pre-

-

style and| between leadership style and fifnovativeness.

.

sumablifis reflectgd in receptivféy to jiange. Liké}t, for example, pointed

to repep!lV1ty of members to new idells d”receptivity of superiors to :

information from sabordlnates as two &€ the key varlébles to consider in

studying decision makipg within.an orgLnizatipn.

»~

- R

In‘the f%pél data analysis, the items on consulting and voting were Lo

.

~

‘of levels of participation, and to ppcdgﬂize that participation may be *high

b

)
-

or low thrﬁugﬁout the decision proces§; or thet participation may be high

at one stage and low at anothsr.

»
a ’
. .
e

"The sgale was derived by taking the 30.possible combimations from the
4
)

© -
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i two sets of resoonses. For example, '"all feculty are consulted" and "all

2+ faculty vote" would be considered the hlghest level of part1c1pét10n, and .

- » . ‘

"no one is consulted" and 'no one votes" would be cons1dered the lowest level

[ fa . I3
. + .

R 4
of participation. , T v
1

were. put-on cards and given to]five persons ~
.R

EERS

to rank order from hlghést to lowest }evel of partlclpatlon. * Those doang
v

The 30 possible coébinations

»

R

“~therranking were- rnstrue%ed to put the»comblnatlons,lnto a 4-6-10=6=4 dlstnl— o

bution; There was unanimous agreement on the four comblnatlons at each end - \
L

-

of the scale; and neanﬂy unanlmous agreement at-the other three levels. ¥

-

. The summated valuesefrom the forced dlstrlbutlons into wh1ch “the 30 r
[ '1 - . .
combinations were sorted pnpduced distinct break p01nts, but Rot exact

crere T

u-s 10-6 4 distribution. It Vas a 5- 6 9- 6 y d1str1but10n and that w

PU————

for'the values in this study. The combinations for each of the scale|values
- A . - . 4

were as follows: . _ o ‘o
No. one 1s.consulted no one votes
— Seme group of the teaching staff is consulted; no’ore votes
N No one is consulted; some group ‘of teachers vote
Some individual is conswlted; no one votes )
Some group. of the~affected teqphers are consulted; ne one vote

All@@ffected teachers are consulted no one voteS\
No one is consulted all affected teachers vote
Some individual is’ consulted some affearted teachens vote .

All teachers are consulted, nq-one votes \
\ \

- ~ N v \

Polling was not used in the scsie for two reasons: (l) ;t wouiz have

\

) increased the number of possible combinations-to ISO, a set which would ',
have been very difficult to hand@ and (2) consulting \Ca a higher )
. correlation with polling than either had with votlng (0 vs. 0%,25.and ‘
0.16). | /
AN ‘ . e\ = ) f .

. [ .
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No one is consulted all teachers vo ¢ ) i

E Some group of the teaching staff is consulted; some groap votes
-+Some group of affected faculty is consulted some gfoup of the

teaching staff votes , * ) !
. Some Eroup of affeeted teachers is consulted some group of ° Ly
s affected teachers votes ‘ ‘
, Some individual is consulted; allgéffected teachers vote S -
Some jndividual, is consultec; ajd teachefS‘vot!ggb 3 .
L oEETS Somefgroup of the teaching staff is consplted spme group of
> affected teachers votes - . -
All affected teachers are consulted; some affect d tedchers vote 7
All affécted teachers are consulted some of th& teaching staff
- - " wote - . J e B
—omiasas ::.‘;::::‘.‘;:;;;;-.’.‘--::,;.-'.-_'-:---.*_--.'_".".:’,_--;;.;::;:-.;--:~; -
- All teachers are consulted; some group of teaching staff votes )
' .. All teachers are consulted, some~group of "affgcted teachers votes
. Some group ‘of affected faculty consulted; all atfécted teachers | ,
voteé .

) Sohe group of the teachlng staff is consulged q}i affected teachersu .
“ vote

Some group of the teachlnp staff Is conaalted all teachers vote
« All affected teachers are consulted' atl affected teachers vote
Some proup w&tkln the affected faculty is consulted all teachers

vote . \\/¢D

All teach are corrsulted all gffected teachers vote ! 5
All affected teachers are ¢onsulted; all teachers vote
All teachers are consulted' all tehchers vote ’

*

K

Y

By using the comblﬁatlons shown above as well as the individual items
* ‘ gt ’ 2 )
in “he analysis, it is poss1ble t check the ﬁelatibn between some generallzed

notion of level of partiZipation’and adoptlongvas well as,;theg;;latlon

between adoption and level of participation at the consulting and voting
. gstages of decisibn making. | ' \’:,,

.

3. External Confact ’ L
. - * ’

The external contact measures.are intended to reflect the exte?tito which

a respondent indicates that he and his colleagues seek new reference relations:

-~ 1

A number of studies, Merton (l957) Rogers (1371) and Waisanen (léég),“

« .- 141

for: example, p01nt to contacts outslde the s stem as os1t1vel related to
y p y

~

” innovativeneds and modernization. With that in mind, four measures were : '
- < , N L 3

\

. . . N

ombined into a measure of external contact for this !&udy. These were:
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a. The ease and frequency of contact withw university staff

-

— - . ' .
,? b. Frequency of attendance at readlng conferenceg;
- - / -
<. A ratlo of the number of IRA (Internatidnal Reading Assoc1a)clon) . ’ -

* members to total reading teachers in a school district,

d. Prequency 6f contact. with staff members in schools that are more than
+ 100 miles away, those .15-100 miles away, and those: 1ess than 15

miles “away. ‘ . A, ' ‘

.3 . ) .

o~ . ~

A ¥actor analysis ‘of first phase data from the "dlstrlct panel” sample T s

showed "'frequency of qrfﬁlexglty cOntact" loadmg w1th "frequency of contact

'w1th staff in other school systems" The other two items djd not have . :
. ! o =
prlmary 10ad1ngs on that same fact\or Smce the f.our 1tem\1d not clearly ) -
i ~ . — ... — -
1 load on the same factor, thé data from each 1tem, as well as that from the -
= composite’ measure, werogused in thesanalysis. Aé_ with the level of participd-
s+ + " aion in decision making] it is hoped that use.of both comp%§ite and- separate
s . P .. . ] - i . L]
,’ B N . A .~ . « -
. ! fhedsures may givemore__j._{),s,.i,ght into the relationship of this sg offvar,iables
W Ll ' S -
‘~.  with adaption: of new practlces D e e -, ' *
ol . . T
et 'I’he values for the composlte e)érnal Jcontact measure weife—-comput'éd as
) t [ ' . ‘ - * jg
follows: . . ‘ - : \ e .
Q.)‘ . . . - .- . : ’, » 4.
" " -, a.. University contact (ease x frequency . . ‘.
‘ . N ¢ :g 2 - - i -
s _ e ° N _‘ 4 i‘ .
. Ease .} : ° ' ’ Frequency . I 4
- " ..—-‘:o - N
. Very conver ient (l) ' Ogg or moré times a week (S))c -
Somewkat convenient (2)% One to’three times a month (u4)* *
5 T - Somewhat mcomzenlent (3)# ____ .Six to eleven times a year, (3)%
o “Very ; jconvenient (Et)» ) One to'five times g year (2)%
PYARE N . L Less than once a'year (1)*
. " ' The maximum possible vlue was 20 i o0 A .
. » - " : Y |
T The ease of. ypiversity cofx."c?ot was multiplied by the frequency -of . A
contact with a univebsity staff member regarding reéd;’.hg_i)rograms. "I'heg R .
- . A~ |
) ’ - ."“' a /s ‘
» ) [ v }

-‘These are the values as51gned to each of the responses and ultd in com-
B puting the composite scale. ' - . > ’

~

»
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values for ease ‘ranged from 1 for very &nvenignt go.4 for vpry difficult; .
ol 2t #0021 111 Cs_
.« P B

EY b . L - . [

~

and from 5 for one or more times a week to 1 for-less than'once-a year. . o

The combinations.of those two measures provide a range of values -from . .
A" ‘ ’ . ~ M B . ¢
*1 to 20. Thi-s agsumes that greater effort and comm1ttment -are requlred

v

‘ - By
‘ ‘o contact a universn:y staff member when it 1s 1nconven1ent *than vﬁen

s N . -

'~A~)y. R ’ N

R L ! . / PR . .

- such contacts are convehient? * e g wen . s 1

. b. Frequepcy of att@gance at reading conferences and othergrofvesslon ;
. ' . ‘ F3

meetings within the past 12 months by staff of a school system was

—

’ . -, =,
- L

2 : R ©n
consldered another potentlal source*of new 1nputs mto programs. It may s

2 .
-

be that ‘the 1tem- shou]t have spec1f1ed state, natlonal or reglonal' confer- .

ences and mee:clngs*fb as to isolate cortacts external to the systEm LS e -

« \ /\,

&

That p0581b111ty is suggested-hg the factor analysm whlch %ows this® - e .

-

L S
probable that t‘x{‘s reported attendance at readlng con*ferences and profess1onal
- - . \\ .
_1n'gs may have included a high pPoportion of_"’w1th1n sys.tem" confer-)"' T .

0 - . . € N

item load;ng with the fadtor on level of partlcxpatlx Ita seems hlghly ) .

"-." [ PO Vo4 . .’ v
ences, . - - - s . : . |

. .
s . N P o

. R
! 3 b

.The frequzncy catu(‘ms and ‘the va»lues used for each were as follous'

° . No of Readlng Conferences and: - . % A 3
-« ,Professional Meetlng! Attended ‘ Value Assigned

0
Two to three - ¥ ; . o2 ' o .
. ’ Four to five. R ¢« 3
Mczre than five : . L
- ‘ . [N

- L .

Those values were multlplled by two to g1Ve “more weight ;o th1s ty\pe . o

. . - i Lot

of ccnt'-a.ct 1n~ﬁori)ut1ng the f1nal scord-.L The relatlonshlp of this 1iefn :
b ’ « 0 - !
to other._c.%ct measufes will b studied” further in the final glata = - - )

e » '

analy31s.._ The values for this 1tem ranged 0 to 8. ' ., A
\ . ot . : ‘ Coa = il * i ~- )
{‘ . « \ - ¢° - B . . l s

- \)‘ -. , < .‘41.' .
FRIC ] co T
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* L4 .
- . c. The ratio of teachers in IRA to all teachers worki\g w:.‘th readmg

- T s e g o L v T
- Brogr wzim a séhool system also was taken as an md:.cator of the //\J
*~ extent to wh:.ch the schbol system is seekmg new inputs from outside the e

. system. The ratio was useyn an attempt t'o equalz.ze the d’;.fferences
’/ - . in mnnbers for (hfferent size schools e.8., one IRA meuber 'from a

. _peading staff of 10. would be cons:.dered equlvalent to lO IRA members

.

. from a reading staff of lOO . iy ' - .o
i . % t - . ‘. »

,

) i g -,'_, " ‘The rat:.os were expressed as decimals and the values 'us'e_dr for analysis _
. Lo v ot . ' ’ PR
wgre‘assignea For units of 0.15, i.e,, 0.00 - 0.15 was given a value | ’ .

o %

‘a value.‘of.Z} and so on to 0.91 - 1.00 wi'th A value | 7" )

"of 1; Q.16 -
S . T ™
of 7. If this

°

ure were to be used in anoth study, more’ clearly

*. defined boundames are needed for the’ category of "teachers working
el

: \’ directly w:.th read:.ng programs"f ®ne approach would be to, determme )

'\‘ ‘hﬂnany teachers have readmg "improvement, as their go'le reSponsa.b';LJ.ity,
LY a . Y 2 X
c : how many spend haﬁ’ to full t:.me wotking on read g’ and hcu’wmy spend

[y

i © less tl!an&alf-tq.me. E en fhose categor}g W no;t be. pre /\se enough o0
@ - g‘J/f . . .

st prov:.de a meanmgfdl jo with }hgh cons::stency among s}chool systéns.

M L - W

o d’ ’The measunes of conta 1; w:.th st‘gff ;n other school sy_ste take 2
. o o into account both freo\aency and ease of contact. Values for‘ontacts
. K w1th School. systems more th!m 100 miles away were mult:.plz.ed by 5; by

] -t - P

SEEI 3" for thoq;ls-loo miles away; ‘and by 1. for those ness thaﬂ 15 miles-
| away 'l'he frequency valu‘es‘ were the same as thos’e used for muversit(.
< s

-

’

¥ T .ccntacts. of one ot more times a weelg The maxzﬁm sumated ‘value for . R

] - - these measurespyias-Ss. ' U ‘ . ! '

. [] -’ r . » =
.. Thf maximum- poss:.blo.value for the four, sets of* measures of extemal

. . e * . N -

i .o ‘- ,'] P a?
‘ LI ‘0'1 . 7 “

"
Iy
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R - flow within the o

| o . . ‘ |
’ ) . 'Y 2 4

. contact was 71; the minimum was 11. . - -

4. Organizational Compl®kity B -] .o

Organizational complexity is an asect of organizational structure which

v

is presumeg to affect communication within the o.rganization., In a systems

LY N . <

view of decision making and inngvation, the structure of the organization

‘will set some limits on the declslons and overt action which may occur; and it

will be a f,aqtor in dete

ning which decisions and actions are!nost probab le,

- ) » - . . * —
The challenge is ‘to ideftify the aspects of structure which.are most strongly

<

related to outcomes. : .

. e

Comple)uty of organization was selected as one of the sets of variables

ization. Filbm that pebspective, size is a variable

that is related to complexi of structure. It may be measured in terms of

N number of pupils, number of teachers, an urber of adm:.mstrators. As size

-
o .

. ‘'increases, the complexlty of structure mcreases, "and it is expected that

.
“ -

fé; there will be an attendant incprease in the number of _linkages from the teacher

-, . -

workmg with puplls to the top admmlstrator. e
4

. Another factor affectmg commimrcatlon flow is what is conmonly labelled

Qpﬁr of control. It was with/that in mind that the measires weré included

4

< on n'v.mber‘_of'ashist'ant administrators reporting to the top administrator ‘and

the mﬁber of building principals. Ome difficulty with trying to assess

the impact 6f these varicus aspects of structure on communication flow is

- that as span of control is reduced it tends’ to increase the number of layers, -

L

hence the numbér of commmication linkages from tqp to bottom of the structure,

on the other hand, to reduce the nimber of linkages, one increases the span,
4 '

. of control which would increase the nunﬂqe’r of persons with whom a super-
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visor.is ‘expected to intéract at rather intense levels

As noted 1n the 11terature review, one way out of thls d11emma may be
'to keep the system as -open as possible so as to minimize the hlerarchlcal

rigidity;. and to seek some optmum’balance between span of control and number

" of l:mks from the top admmistratogto the mass ofbeniployees. 'rhe open system
injects more’ uncertalnty and may be d1scomfort1ng for some employees who

prefer a more rigidly prescmptwe system. ‘ .. v
The factor ‘analysis of first phase data yielded a stable factor containing

vamables pertalmng to orgamzatlonal stmdm ‘These included number of

..

- pup:.ls, number of teachers, number of bu11d1ng‘ princ;tgals number of admnistra-

tors, Hu@er‘ of spec:Lal program.ﬁd;rectors, and number of admnlstranve links

4

- =

P

in the system. e '
it is 'obﬂoué that the sjze measures do not reveal structure in the sense
t
of the mf’im;@iqtlonshlp amdng elements w1th1n the system. It is assnmed

3 Y
ﬂ . Y
that these s:Lze measures’ are correlates of complexity of structure and may ..,

’”/{e useful as~pred1cto.ps of adoptlon of new ideas. R -

oW

———
» .

"Tq;_}gett at\complexlty of tmcture in a more fruitful way, in orde'r to

v ! . - 4

.9

e plan' -comu%ucatlon strategies, woulg z'equz.re a network analysis withm .-
. H A A

typolog:.es of systems LFrom such stud1es one could determne the most prohable

T e

patterns of comumcat:.on flow w1thin the system and the most probable linkages
’ [ ‘.
wa.th other sygtems, It 1s the linkages with extemal systems which offer

,the most Aportumty for Jntrodﬂctzon of new 1,deas and practice; the 1mp1e-

° 3]
mexftatlon wéuld then focus‘more on the 'commumcafion flow withm the system.
) /.
While the size measures and nun!ber of lmks w111 be used indivi ﬁly

the analysis,‘e ‘éompos;mte measure was constructed and also will be USed

> - ) .

n the Gnalysis.. The,composite,measure'consists of six items. These are:
. - - ',, . .

-
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— . -
d. Span of control as defined by number of asséwe@lit and assoczate
* _administrators reporting directly to the top administratog, ~ The
, values ranged from 0 to 8, where 0 to 7 were the actual number ,of
: assistant admlnlstrators and 8 was for 8 or more of them in a system.
b; Special program directors Were glven values on the same basis as the
_assistant admnretratnrsl___,, =
c. Number of building principals was a581gned a value correqundlng to.
~ . the actual number of such persons up to 83; 90 was 3381gned for
’ schoal systems havxng 90 or more bu1ld1ng pr1nc1pals (
d. Number of lewels from top to Bottom of the structurg was obtained by

" - asking a respondent tosstate how many administrative links there
were from his_position to the top adm1n1strator, -and how many links -
from his position to the teachers who actually teach reading to
pupils. Actual number of links reported was used as the value for
thiese items up to 7; and the value of 7 was used for 7 or more links.

Number of pupils, as one would expect,, correlates strongly with number
of teachers, thus either measure would give an indicadtion of size

of school system. However, number of pupils was used in the composite
measure as a somewhat more accurate indicator of the size of the
system, since there is some variability ip teacherustudent and - %
admlnlstrator-teacher-student ratios¥# .

‘“‘1

Two compos;te measures were computed, one 1ncluding the number of assistafft

admihistrators as a measure of span of contro_,‘and one excluding the number

r

of ass;stant admlnxstrators

This was an attempt to give more ins1ght 1n;o

" the problem mentioned above in relat1on to varying span of control as it E

pertalns to complex1ty of communlcatlon flow ' .

[

A complicating factor in re;atlng the size variables to adoption in the -

’ .

present study is that a number ‘of the programs being stud1ed are more feasible

for adoption in larger systems due to the stafflng and ether resources -

Fa

requfred So, if size were negatlvely related to communication, that relation-
ship might be offset with the characterlstlcs of the programs includedvln

the present study. ’ i .

5. Innovation éronenesg" B Lo g ) )

- » ! . - . . .
A variable presumed to influehce the acceptance or rejection of new

¢ . l‘{ -

s

R '! N 3 . -

.

0
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oo .. Pract¥es is . the attitude -and.values tcward change and the cogposite pattern, .
-\ gy . . . ~ T .
T, for or against change which may develop within an arganization. In this
étudy,‘the tendency to fav;:r°innovatidmhas -labelled innovgti’on profie- ‘;-’»
ness. SN -
. -’ . . > ° \

Several questions were included to taf that variable. AAmong these were -

.
., S

questions 45, ls9', 51 and 52. Those items loaded together on the factor

*  ‘analysis computed on first phase data. Three other Items correlated highly
. - . . o .
- .with each other, and at a moderate level with the above four™tems. The
) ;o

-

first four items ask how the respondent's'school sy‘stem compared with others‘

in the State as to quality of reac'lin'g programs,'qual:f;:y.of teaching prf@ram,

P how innovative, and whether the school system was among the first or last
N , ;

—

to try new reading programs. The other three items ask résgondepts to rate\_
: Ty L . ! ) R
the teachers, adminijtrators and scho6l board in their school system on

-receptivity or resistance to change. As noted earlier (pp. 329, these last

three-items loaded with gthe items on level of participation in decision

s . -
=~ s

making. o

-

.
<

No composite measure was developed from the items on inmovatipn prone- _
ness. They were used individually in ThHe afa'alys‘é's which were run. © .

6. "Exposure to Messages About Reading Programs

-

Exposure"to messages about reading programs comprised anpthe‘r set’ of -

&>

"variables in the present s’tu&‘"yv.' These variables dealt with sources of messages
and generél content of messages, and were handled descriptively. Comparisqns . B
t f . . o )

were-made of the kinds o/fjources and content sought at differemt stages in
- . ’ 4 .

the adoption process, _ . * . )

THe limited number of respond‘entsi‘~= who moved through the final stages of

- . . . B
.£he adoption process restricted \the amount of data available-on exposure . .

e

-




o L _ B I

. N ) - )

7/ to messages., In addition, the difficulty respondents reported in recalling T
e« .. ~ ' a :
the sources and kinds of information algo limited the- amount of ’ data that couldu -

be obtained, even at the earlier stages in the adoption proce% _EVen so,° .

.

3 )
.these measures provide data which supplement_the measures of extérnal contact

+

discussed earlier in this report.

) . . b A
¢

- ( E: Data Analysis.
‘ s
f . . )

‘ The alm of the data analysis is to identify relationships among selected’

variables, and adoption level seo that more e{iicient coln!r;unicat'im strategies
can b‘e developed and used in introdicing new programs ‘into school systems. - | .
. .
That overall and long-range aim requ:l.res ‘that the level of adoption of .the
programs “be determ:.ned; It is- recognized that the adoption process occurs [
- over time, so change in a:loption levels over the period of one year will be -
Adeter;:inled. It also is recognhized that reinterviewing may have- a sensitizing "

effect and in itself may contribute to increase in adoption of the programs.
* To determine the extent of that influence, ccmparisons between the panel-

” type sampllies and control samples will be made at three points in time.

4  Typologies of schools will be.identified via factor ’a;nalysi.s techniques so

v

as to study which variabies are most useful in discriminating Between high#

and low adoption level school systems. . ) L

~

1. Typologies of School Systems ’ " .

.

-

Typologies of school systéms will be determined for five sampie dets of

, b
. schools us:mg fourth phase data. The ﬁve sample sets will be district panél,

(large schools), district paneL{small schools), district control brochure

.

panel, and brbchure controi. o
- e :
Forty-two questionnaire iteme and compos:.te measures vuth equal-appe e .

Jn T

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

/ . . l . . .
_ a . “ ~
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interval measures were used in the factor analysis to produce'the typologies ° -

_of'ach.ools.l These incl‘uded the ,items that went into construction of ‘the -
" ootnposite ;eas,ures repor-t‘eo in the preceding section -- the composite .measv.:_res.
on'adop‘tion level, organizational complexity, level of participation in
- t decision making, and external contact. .The following are the measures® +
’ ‘used in this analysis: ‘ -
1. About how emuch of your time are S(pu able to devote to your duties with . '
the reading program? (3)

2. Number of assistant administratoys reporting directly to top adminis- ]
— trator. (5) . . .

3. Hgw many building principals are therlé in your school system? (7)

1]

3 4, How many special program directors are'th_erefin .your school system? (8)

5.. Number of adminisﬁration'links up to the top .administrator. (10)
' \d
6. In your position with respect to- the readmg program, how many differ-
- ", ent links are there betyeen you and persons that actually teach
. reading to ‘the students? (10) , -
. \ _' . . B .
s 7. How offen does the administrator of your school system carry out the
acti recommended by a vote of the?.teachers? (15a) -
8. Considering the dec:.s:.on process in your school system, would you '
- . . say the process is:- (a) ‘'very autocratic, (b) somewhat autocratic,
P (c) somewhat democrat:.c or (d) very democratTLc" (1sb) . .

- - .y

9. How many pupils-do you have enrodled in your school system? (17)

10. HWhat 1s .the per pupll éxpendlture for operating ,your sohool system? (19)
11. Percent of teackers with less than BA?
12, Percent of teachers with.BA? .

13. Percent of teachers ‘with MA?

. 14, Percent f tedchers with Ph.D.?2 . > N {
- - '
' 15. Percent/of administrators with less than.BA? o
~ . N
*Numbers in parentheses are the numbers of questionnaire items in
- Appendix A-1. . /- o — -
. . . . - . -
L 3 . . '
48 B '
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16. Percent of ddministrators with.Bg? = .

\?

17. Percent gf duministrators with MA? ° .- . 7

18. 'Percent pf admin/strators with Ph.D.? -

19, Total nimber of teachers? (20) * ’ — -
) 20. How uently does someone from your reading staff (including your- -
self) Yontact a yniversity staff member? (22) )
) 2i! How y teachers-and other administrators in.your schoél system are
. " memberls of IRA in&luding yourself? (25) ,- L

22. How m ”y differént reading conferences and/or professional meetings
have peen attended by you or someone of your reading staff within
the last 12 months? (26) ‘ s

- —

23: Within the last year, did you receive a brochure from the National

Centler for Educationﬁl Communication/USOE entitled, "Model Programs
in Reading" listing tegrfﬁgnin§>improvement.programs from across the
nation? ’ ) . B

/ . (27

P

.

.

24, Raﬁio of administrafofs&teachers? ' ' -
i ' oo . )
< 25. Leyel of participation in decision making ;- combinations of participa-
, tion in copsulting and voting? (See Quggtion 11 & 12.) (Use first
-, ) . résponse on Question 11 and answer to Quest 12 to get alphabetic
/ cémbination.) T ‘ w
26. gdoption level? . . . . .
i

'

27, FWhen.it comes to trying new reading\programs, my school tends to )
be: quggg,the first" . . . "among the last"., (u5) oo

28, ;School board's r¢ceptivity to change? (46) ¢

L4

29, : Teaching staff's receptivity ¥q change? (47)

wtm—m——e—== 30, . Administrator's receptivity to ch:nge? (48)

.31. Rank of school system on innovativeness? (49) J . ‘o

4 ’ -

32, Rank'of school system on quality of reading program? . (51) .

33. Rank of school and quality of teacﬁingg ' (52) . ~
\ « , . s -
) 34, Frequency of coﬁmunit;tion about reading programs between the veading-
- staff of your school system and the reading staff of dchool systems
that are more than 100 miles away? (ssy., - C

-

e : ., . 4 "5 Y
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schools could be-inciuded in each analys:Ls.

’

. . .
, . ; .. \

- R \ *

. - . \ - T
- ‘ ' - | 1
. . ' -us-\/; - \ - ]

.35, Frequency of communication about realling programs between the reading
staff of your school system and the reading staff of school systems
' that are more than 15 miles, but less than 100 miles away? (56) - 7
36. Frequency ‘of communlcatlon about reading programs between the readlng'
L st of your school system and the reading staff of schpol systems
that are less than 1S5 miles away? (57)
37. Number of years experlence in teaching?
38, In decldlng whether or not to use any of these programs, d1d you
seek out any' other person(s) in order to discuss the program?
39. Did other persons seek you out to dlscuss any of these programs they
, were cons;derfhg using? )
\ : S
40. Computed external contact score. . vl
- 41. Computed organizational somplexltz score (including column 14). N
. . .
42, Computed organizational complexity score fexcluding column 14).

' . Since the computer capac1ty was limited to'a 100 x 100 matrlx, only 100

i ThlS requ;red that the d1str1cfﬁ*
panel sample be divided in half. That was done by takmg the, subjects from
_ the samples of smail schools (less than 2,500 puplls) as one sample set and
the subjects from the sample of large scho;}sr\? ,500 or more pupils) as the

second sample set. For the other three subsamples, the intact sets were

}used for the -factor analysis.

The four to sif school systemg with the_highest factor leadings on’ each

— , P )
factor were ‘selected as most.representative of that type of school system.
- - . L4 »

Using thes% sets ' of four to six school systems ®s reﬁresentative of each of
\ ' ' , \

PRNPEEIGSEEVE
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the factors in a subsample, the data were submitted to a special analysis
- ’(URAP computer program) which weigt;tg the raw item scores in proportion to ,
the magnitude of the factor loading, sums these weighted values across the <~“-

.eystew taken as repres"entative of the factor,“ and then vonverts the weighted .

soorss to standard scores,

|
i

'l'he standard scores provide the basis for identifying which of the 42

3

neasures discriminate among the factors (typologies of school system) and whi-~
'y
are oansensual across the typologies of school systems., The weighting for

the ra¢ scores for each subject (school system) is obteined by the fomula

' e

r ,or loading ,. ' o _ ; N
ey 1-1@ ng . T

In comparing Factor onme (F ) with E‘actorito (F, ), the stendard scores

“on F, are subtracted from those on F,. When the magnitude of ﬂse difierenoe

2 . 1°
) . \/
for-a va;iable, {s 1.000 or grester (eitler plus or minus) that.variable is

~ ., -taken &s one which discriminates between the two fectors. Those variables
where the differences ave less than 1.000 will be consid;red oeneensual ite-
\ Given the school systems whieh are determined to be represen.tetive of

a typology the Tresponses on questions regarding coumnicetion behavior and

\ .

7 other oherecteristics .can be compered for Type I school systems, 'rype 11

‘nschool systeas, etc. In this way data from the nominal level of measurement

-

s can be viewed, too. .

Identifying types of school syst'i' then identifying the characteristics

’

- - mique to each type of system can provide a basis for suggesting commmica=
tion str’at_egies unique to each type of system. Hopefully, thet will incrcacn,'

commmnication efficiency and facilitate the introduction. and edoption of
new programs. . * -

I - £
. -~
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2. Elementyry Lipkage Analysis* and.Item Factor Analyslg i \ =L

lmkage analysis and item factor analysis were used t de'gemine \ o
AN - ’ ' - . k A
*whether the itgms pi."esume to be measuring variable§ in the same set actually T

.

fit together.
\
the items coyere

- T o

v

ifty items were ‘used in the correlation matx\i‘x These &r‘xéluded b

in the dlscusélon of compos:Lte measures, lus the composlte

~—w -

measures, the ?dop on scale, and some selected items on exposure to sour‘ces \
—~4
of, messages reghrdm readmg programs The elementary linkage was perfoxxmed . \

on urth phase data r the district panel and brochure panel samples. ‘ \\

The factor anélys:Ls employed a principal axis solution and v?gax rotation \
\d h a critemon to stop rotation when the last factor extracted had only
e vawiabl€% with Pmmary loadings on that factor. The 1teq-factor analysis

=y

was on first phase data with the district paheLsanq)le . .

\In calc at,mg Pearson Product Moment COmlations, and performing factor

y

anal is, inte rval data are assumed. It cannot be eiamed that al,l the . s
/ o

1nc1u¢1ed in the 50 x.50 matmx are interval, but the wr.{t:ﬁhgs of L
Vroom ( 960) an\i others Provi;le precedent for treating kaert-type sx:ales as

i.f they were interval sca].es ot

» £

To the extent that we an reasonably assume random variqt,ion ?ﬁfm
.ih perception so we may choose to treat'scales wit equa\,l

appearing intervals as they were in:fact interval measures.

\ Caution, hOWever must be& taken against too strict an interpretation\

. of the precise magnltude the correlations. In this case, we were

o not :mterested in determining thé signiflcance of the inter-item

- . correlations; but rather in identifying the underlying dimensions . - ‘.

! factors) tha\{c dlstmgulshed dlfferent ups[’of items.. . )

\

’ .

\ g

N

“‘ e mter—com\elaqtion matrix’ and the factor.-analysis helped__ih‘ selecting .

N . ! . °
variables. used in Xmu'ltiple coa;éelatio'n and Least Squares delete program. .




3. Differences in Adoption Levels

.
Differences in adOptlon levels were computed among the various subsamples

d anong the four data collectlon phases; t-tests,’ rather than analys:.s of = - L

¢

1

. ¥ 4
unequal numbei's wof respondenté in the various subsamples. The- comparisons

I

among~the mean adoption scores for the district panel, dz.strict control

ure pane , and ‘brochure control samples and for th; four tmes of da‘t’
s . ) ‘l N s

. N

vhich were different than the, changes in the control samples over

in ways .

ey

-

- . < -~

time . \ N '

If 1t \;s found that the district panel sample does not differ. sigm.ficantly

" from the district control on adoptlcm level; and if further checking reveals b
that the relevant characteristics of the two samples sets’ 2~ pqnel and cdntrol -- ..

do not differ significantly, the detailed data Earia'lysis will focus on the\
district panel. sample. If sxgm.f:.cant dszerer{ces are found, data:.led analyses

will include coﬁtrol as well as panel samples. - - . ' -

4, Chi Squares \ ‘ , . ”
’ - . . ‘- P
* Chi Squares were computed between the composite-measure of adoption and -
\ . » T .
70 of the wariables which were assumed might be reldted to adoption. That ¢ -'.
L s . A\ - ’ .

, .

. was done for each of ‘the four types of sainples -- Distpic'tf?anei, District,
- - . \‘\ . "' R ' )
Control, Brochure Panel and Brochure Control. That analysis was used as a
. \\ . , '
eheck against the relatibnships i tg‘ie‘d by the comlatior'xs and t-tests since

the’ data on several of the variablea did not méet all of the’ assumptions for T
. é

tvtest and cor'relatlons, as well as for some vanables not incluaded j}x the. B

cgrrelatiop analyses. - - : . ] : ' >

- .

ql‘
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E

’ ] should be cons;.dered for- adopt;on.

& Another eet of Chz Squares was 9‘!1 to determne whether the four ty'pe.s of

o b
S

sample§ "varied on several of the vamab]ﬁ. These encompassed the varlables '
‘ -
dealing with parta.c:.pat:.on in decisiqn maklng, cgntact w1th 1nformat1on sourees

+

o !

* external to the school s;stem, innovativeness and receptlv'ity to change, ger-
: \
centage of time devoted- to readmg programs by the respondents, ,awareness of

\ 1

demonstration centers, and wr1t1ng for boold.ets descr:.bmg,‘the progrm»—
< ! n ’ - -
Dagi@ several of the vanables which did not y1e1d statlstl.cally mgm.fix
v A

L)

ZaE cant relationships vuth adopt1on level w?e not mcluded 1n this report. Among -°
‘

\\ these “‘g the age of the respondents, the" different’ Jobs ‘they had held, years

>
\ of teaching experience, etc. \_ e

~

k]

The computer program for Ch:. Square also prov:.des frequency counts on the ‘

/
Vaniables 1n¢1ude,h in the anaflysis. ’ That provzded some of the data for \the N
{ 7 Ty
descript:.ve ‘analyses.* * S ) ’
:5: Prequenc:.eg and Percentages . . . ]
' [/‘\ [ . . K] :
1

uencies percentages only were-c ute or.the var les whlch
i and l g‘p d £ h iab

o ! 3 .

._Were not ed in the Chi. Square, or,m the correlat:.on and facto,r analyees,, '

Among this "frequency dnly" set were the responses to :the questigxs on stage
@ .
of adoption for each of the-ten’ programs, and the, responses to quest.lons on
2%

relatwe .advantage; complexity, canpati]:qlity,_‘and e’e ‘of trial for each !
, of the ten programs. . Other items included those giving sources, pf. infomation '

'used the k:.nds of. 1nformat10n sou’ght the reasons for consldemng l 4mrticular

program, and the. j’ob title of the person whp f1rst suggested that a program
. ] . . .

»

Prequencies- for othér variab,les used m descriptw‘statemdnts were

-
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. v 6 Hul ple Cor'i"e.lation and Lea§t Squares..f)elete Analyses.
) : tlple corfrelahon and leas'g squares delete analysés were run us:.ng
Y -+ » .
o adoption‘ level as tﬁe cmtemon vamable and t'he following as pred:.ctor
. N S »
M va.‘niables. . 9 N .
. # - ) ’ : -7 ’ L J * -
* . * 1. Composite measure of external contaﬂ"’ ) ’
) . e . ’ , . ‘ . -
‘Composite measure of organlzatlonal complexn.ty, ‘ . .
- . . 5
R "Percent of time respondent (coordinator of readmg .programs) devotes
to dutles w1th reading program; ' p
s Nuqzber of pupllsv ‘ ' . v
, - ] N - . s = a
as . Leve} of:participatj.on in decision making; s
.. 6e IRH/Readmg téac . LT . o
& o ’ N
-~ 7, S& others for' mfor'ma-tn.on, . )
Lt . S
., T8, Frequency of contaast w1th oa:her schogfs 15-100 mil e
RETEE - B Rank of*chOol P qualn.ty of regd:,ng program; ' .
- - " a 9r// ~
‘ + 1o, Rank of school on trying’ new rgading program; i
. "% 11, Rank of scheol on inno;fati:vélji_ess; . . :
. . ' S . .
.+ s 12, Teathers' r'eceptivity to change;
'. 2 o ' L % ’
bW 13. Admunstratiod's peceptn.v:.ty to ch&nge, . .' { , <
s . School%oard 's reqept:.vxty toachange, g A

. oL - NP
e " - 15, Knew about demonstration centers;'" T B “'.".- (/@t

. 8 . . ' » , . - .. . ~
16, 'Wrote fqr leaflet, S oL Lot '
‘__,-’ ) 17. How often admlmstmtmn carries out vote of ti?cpeq‘ ) ‘ .
- v B ° .a"‘
A * 18, How auto-democratic is decision proeess; . .
& ~ ‘
' 19, Numbef’ of lmks between Q‘eadmg teacher and ‘top admnistrator; ./*

R .
e . 20, ?ement of teachers w1th.M A., - o
"“; - TR YRS ‘Y ,

R g * ' 21.° Percent of admm:.strators wit

4 . < . .’ .

Ce T 2., Nt;ﬂbjt of - readJ,‘pg conference;

K ' .
S ' . o \

T v g . .
:0 . 4 '/ ‘ \‘ ) . K ‘
T Q v : . . : A
‘ 5.) o -

A' o e -

ce
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23. Kumber of ass:.stant and ysoc,:.ate adnnn:.sti*ators, .
.215‘ Convenience: to Umverslty, - T L,
R L - . )
25. Prequency of contact vuth Um.verslty .o
] -* %
, .
Thl,s analys;s is useful when :|.tg 1s belz.eved that séveral varxables w-hJ.Ch
a]pne show weak relat:.onshlp, may have an ‘a;idlt:we effect and’ taken together

show a muoh stronger relftlonsh:Lp w:.th the -cmtemon var:.able.‘ Using Q-ls

Least Squares delete analys:.s,.:.t is possmle to identify those va"fiab'}es

Q . ¢
: ‘.‘which are contributrng most t'o__ t‘é relationship. ' ‘
' ' ~ ‘ w, ) B - s »
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- : . 'Findings - . i, ] "\ =
. S . . . ’ “» ."\ o, ,"« Y
s h S e A. Planffor Chapter ‘ et .

The first Fet of findings to be presented will be those dealing with a ‘

‘cqnparison oi"‘/the various sample' sets on-the adoptim- measure: and other s

‘selected measures.. This wi;.l 'give § basis for selecting certain of the sample
| ’sets and ph # data collection for more detailed analyses. "With nearly

< L 2

uso 000 pieceS of data, it is ‘important that the analyses carefully synthesize

) ]
~the data to preflect the-main focus of the findings ‘without omitting critical

. overly formidable for the Peader.’

L. The second main’ division of this’ ghapter w1ll present t‘ﬁk relationships

b d

between adaption 1eve1 and other variabrles as extracted through the multiple

Car
. — . - *

eorrelat‘ion an&-egression ysis provided by a Least Squares Delete program;

. A third aspect of the’ analysis is. the factor analysis which yielded
N « o
- typologies of school systems and the aspect of that analysis which identified
’, the variables which discrimina‘t‘ between the typologies. Y The adoption levels
. of the school systems which emergdd as most represent”ative of the typologies
oo also will be determined to check the. i'elationships ‘between the discriminating °

variables and the level of adop‘tion. N 4
‘ Tl
}n the fourth section of this chapter, a resume of. the Elementary Linkege

Analysi's fpr the District Panel and Brochure Panel samples wi% be presented.
L -

-
-

The Linkage diagrams are prssented in Appendix C.

. -

+ = The fifth section *will focus on descriptive findings for, the four typ‘ee

of samples - Brochure Pahel Brochure Control, %strict ‘.1 and District“
[J

f . . . ) . - »
14 ’ - . N - : ’

C
- Joof
]
"
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Control. This section also will .contain that part of the findings dealing/with

.

‘the relation of information sources to adoptio'n stages. .

. . ] .
Y 1 . [ - ’ b . .

" Comparison of Sample Sets on Adoption
<. - and Other Sé&lected Measures

»e

" Two things made the data coliectmn and analysis -especially complex. ~One

L 4

T

‘?‘aa\

! i was the use of c*trol subsamp}es to check the possible.. sensitizing effect of
repeatef interv:.evg.ng with the panel samples. Another complicatmg element

v, o wag' the great differencg in s:.ze of schools and the great disparity in mmber

.'of schools for the vari’ous-s:.ze categor:.es F:.fty percent of the school

N ~ ’

', ) systems wére in the two smallest size .categories. with - f:.ve percent of the -

] P

- _ v

» A ‘ i -the twq, largsst s,iqe categories )

[ 4

: L. A check of #ffefrence in mean adoeptign- scores among the four size of .
. : e
.. school strata i district panel sample‘ad the &ta shawn in the tab?e’

. _below. Note' that there is a cons:.stent increase "in mean adoption. scores. as

;ith almost 50 percesnt of the ,pup:.ls K ‘ o

o»8ize of—Schqol system increases, but none of the differences batween strata — -

" - . » .

. - !
vere '~ﬁignificant at the 05 level The closest was fopr the difference between
¥ A

strat% I and 1v, w:.th a t o¥ 1.99, -for' sample sizes of 26 and 51. "A t-value 3f :

2 00 is s:.gn:.f:.cant at the .05 1eve’ v'v‘hen the sample s:.ze is appmimatcly 60. .
Table 1: Mean Adopt:.on Scores for Four Size of School: System Strata )
* for Fdunth Phase Data with the District Panel Sample (April 1973)‘ g

1
i

v,

Strata and Number Mean Adoption Score %  Standard Degyilation . ..
4 . o - -
_@ef Pupils ~ (Range wgs 0 - 6) ° -
1 . 1 4! - ,
I (0-599 pupils) : . 0.89 . _ 1,587
I (600 - 2,499 pupils) ' 1.06 ¢ 1l.56
- IIT . (2,500 - 9,399 pupils) 1.27 1,63 .
i IV (10,000+g@pils and over) - 1.39 . . -1,37 -
o C .- a . . ‘ ¢ .
Y - - ’ - '
- < .
_‘" r-) .
9 ¢ .




With a t-value of 0.39 for the dé.fféréncg between strata III end IV, and

a t-value of 1.0l between str:ata I and IIf it seems justifiable to diviae. the
L] b o

district panel sample into twb groups for the School System Typology a:na.lysis e

(Strata I and II vs. III %v)

Table 2 shaws the breakdown of the mean' adoption” scores into the various
adoption categor;es used in the compo$ite adopt:.on measure. AS in_Table 1,

. these data are only for the District Panel’ sample, the only sﬁe in which
L el -
2 -

e sm strata were established in the saniplmg pgttem

L4 k3

‘IP

>

g Table 2:- AdoLa.on Levvad.&by -Eagh of Four Strata of Sizg of School System, ’ w‘
. ‘ ?strmt Panei Sample, Data Phage IV-— j
i

L ] * »
2 ' /7 .LL i ' -
o Adoption Categories Strata for Size of School System ’
» g for I I - <IIT v Total o
'CWPOs'ite ‘Measure N ) N. % 'N ) N LN M |
T~ ' N
“"g..,d T
tﬁat created by.the \ Y | T . : o |
v dnterviews . 21  80.8,4 33 S52.4 24 ' 47.1) 16 31.4 | 94 ug.2 ‘
Aware \ i |0 . 00116 25Uu4./11 21.6 | 15 29.4 | 42  22.0.-
. Aware and sought - S i S . ~
nfomation T , 2 9.8 | 12 23.5'1°23 12

Aware and comsidered
Juse of method /

Aware, sought infor-
& 'mation and considered
_uge of program. .1

Combination of eaplier]
stagés with trial or

5.9 % 11.8| 13 .

decision to adopt or - ' : ' . .
reject - ‘ 2 771 5 7.9 | 8. 7.8 1 2.0]12- .
© T TOTAL 26 10Q.0 63  100.0 'S1 100.0 | S1 100.1 {191 100.

' ivmge Adopticn p . R )
‘ Score ' - . Q.69 1,06 1.27 1.39 . 1.16 _J

¢ . i G
.0 . -
’ A . . ~ - . \ ' | ’ N o
. N ) :‘; .. ’ '0
' 3 '
; 1 . {
M) ~ \
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. The most' apparent differences are in the percentage who had taken action . ;

beyond thé‘awareness created by the interviews; and the difference—is greatest

13

b4 ¢
IR between stratun I. (the smallest schools) and the other three strat?
w

v 2. Ado idn scores were i i icantlz fferent amrg some- sample. sets and phasee

. 3

‘s

e

of data col¥eetion, Given the lack of statistically significant differences

-
in me?doption scores among the different size strata, the next step is to

L * compare\thé ddoption scores among the various sample sets - Brochure Panel, ! .

v 3

District Panel, Brochure c I -and District' Control ~-- and among the four
phases of data col-lection a panel samples ) ' .

Appendix Table D-1 shows the mean adoption séores for each of the four types

of sample .sets fop each of the four data collection phases. It will ‘be noted

- * ¢

2 . tuat the Brochure Panel sample set was con.s;stently t’he higbest for each data / C A
. L g :

- - * _ phagse, The vDJ.StI‘lCt Panel wag,next, and both were bigher than tbe mh Y

L~ R

The District Control sample sets did not differ significantly from the 5roch\me

4 ’

Y. . -'l

s Control sample sets. .

b

An inspection of the fre uencies at each adoption- level for the four phasves
" of data collection show that ly ten percent bad gone beyond awareness of the
pmgrams at Phase I for the D strict Panel sample At the Phase II data
collection, L?:percent‘ of the District Panel respondents had’ at least sought

information about cne or mo of ‘the reading prbgram, and by Phase IV 29

I “z r N

percent had moved to one’ of the adoption stages beyond awareness’” of the prograns.

Comparable figgres for tl_we Brochune Panel sample were: 35 percent beyond the

&

awareness stage at Phase I and 53 percent at Phese IV

. = '

" The District Control samples averaged dbout ten percent be;ond tbe awareness

stage and the Brochure Control samples showed 20 percent beyond the awareness s

- . L -
stage at, the later phases of ddta collection. / v
- ) ‘ 3 '4 . |
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The qu,‘lowmg tables _show the dxfferences in meag adoption scores over thg
/7 ’ «.q . .

phases of data collections In Table 3 it will be hotea “that there were -

H

stat:.st:-.cally szgm.flcant ga:ms in mean adoptlon scores between phase I data

-

and the phase 11, 111, and IV data for the Dlstrlct Panel sample However,
the dJ.fferences among the gther phases were not s:Lgnif:Lcant
L. e ' . . -
Tabl Comparison of D:Lfferences ;.n Mean Adoption” Scores Among the
. .+ Four Phases of Pata Collection for the lilstrxct Panel Sample .
. . . [ F 3
- . fData Collection Phase > - \
Data Co tion Phase : -
A =92 I /] II I1I Iv -
‘ ~ [ T w '
I _— 0 . 0.41% * 0.6uNR 0.72%%
11 : 0 o 0.2% 0.31
III D ’ Lt .ty -0.08
) \ v s ’ ‘ { 2 I . ' ’
*S:Lgnlflcant at .005 level ~ + ,, ‘ o ) ¢
© 1, %fgignificant at .001 level . .

*In Table W, 3,similar ¢ompariscii for the Brochure P;nel samp].e shows

.

dtatistically signﬁicant differences ):ei-ween Phas ’data and the data collected -
~ - - ~ .

in“Phases III angd IV; 'however; noné of the other diffe
. Lad ' . .

4

significant. . . S . L
\Table 4: Cemparison of D:Lfferehces in Mean Adoptlon Scores Among
i . Four Phdses of Data Collection for the Brochure Panel Sam g
Lo, w" , ‘ . : ' * ’ ’ - . -
™ SR Data Collection Phase ., "
Data {ollection Phase T - i "I v | ~
I " 0.22 -0.58+% 0.58%
II I 0.36 0.36 .
. III 0.00
v Iv - -

v,

+ -

. ! - Q-. - .

*Significant at .02 level

A look at. the number of school systems changing adoption. levels within the ! ﬁ A
‘ LY N - . ‘
two pa:iel samples reveals that a majoriity did not change during’ the one-year @'

. . * i
. . ~ .

$r
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;. data collection@@wiod.. In Table 5, it will be noted, on the other hand, that
-~ _ R _ .
" fmore than 1/3-did move toward adopting one of ‘the rea:ﬁhg'ptograms between ~

~ the phase I -data collgction and phase IV data collection. . i
. .Table 5: Number and Percentage 6f School Systemé Changi Adoption Level
Between Phase I 'and Rlmse IV Data Collection for Each of the Two
' Panel Samples . |
B N . ’ . -
— Y \ - . =~
e C smes P
. District Panel. . Brochure Panel .
Adﬂpt'lm Scores . ‘a N % . . ) P N ‘ “%\. P
% - Inereased C 92 se2” - - 33
No change . 110 58.2 ~ . 7 ., 59 61.5
Decreased : _ 7 3.6 & 42 ,
TOTAL - 189 100.0 - 96 100.0

Zh It is 1n+erestlrg to note that although the}Brochure _Panel sample had con-
- 2 -

E 3 .
tently higher adoption scores, the cya,nge in adoption level over time was *’ .
' vu'tually the same for the Distmct P;anel samp)e as fcr the Brochure Paneb '

,smple. ) . - ) . . -

- ' ¢ ——_

The gains 1p mean adoption scores as the data collection- phases progress ] Rl

i
r N A

. m&ﬁca—tes the 1ncreasing adoption levels -over time, ‘put these could be due either
LIS » ‘ N -
to general gains: in adoption of the pnograms among the .s¢hool systems, or it
»
~ . cou.'l.d be stimulated by the reih* erviewing. A ’1@1( at Appendix Tables D-1.and

D-2 confirms that the gains in adopt}oa}evel we# stimulated by the reinter-

" viewing. It may be notegl that the dmfferences in mean adoption scores between
. ! A

the panel and, contrel samples inereased over time, while it may be seen in
/ ‘. *

Appendix Table D-1 that'the mean adoptioh scores for the control Ysamples. were \

i

1 - -

~ The data suggest that the repeated contacts stimulated maréased action s |
|

toward adoption of the programs There was no effort \a— these interview centacts N

." . . .
. . ’ &1

. fairly s\eble over time. ’ Ce o ®m -

e \
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to persuade the respondents to adopt any of the programs; however, if respondents
s e L : . N
asked whera-shey could ‘get more information, an address was' given so they ) =
v . Y £

could write for additional information.

.

‘The data show that the’ edopt:.on scores for the Brochure Panel were

. ,significsntly higher than the District Panel at each data oollectipn phase. U
This would be expected since these were school systems which had written for,
R
. booklets. The differences are roughly 3/“ of a scale level.

) )
3. Other selected measures for the four samLe sets revealed similarities. :

T The four types of samples were quite similar to the proportion of their time
- ) s

“ respondents said' they devoted to re‘ading programs. For each of the sanple

types, aboug 3/5 (59. 7% - 61. 8%) reported spending 1/4 time on work related L,
" to reeding _prograns; about 1/4 (22. u% - 25. 3%) reported t that they devoted full
time to read:.ng p@grams 'l'hese respondents are persons who were 1deqtifie¢

e Mriatendeht as those who coordinated or supervised reading proggams

* within the .school .systerf’ The detai].ed breakdown is shown in Appendix Table

Y
Y

) ' )
The sample sets were quite similar also 1n pattems of decision naking \

zged. Sl:.ghtly more than .3/5 (61. l% - 66. li) said the edninistritor . *
nearly always carries oyt tl® vor_te_»of the staff. The reported level of o
‘, autocratic7democretic patterns in decision making also are quite similar with

e—rmge of Bs.toﬁﬁ percent saying the pattern was democratic in their school .—

system. These divided about equally between aomewhat démocratic and very ] 0

democratic, Append:.x Table D—S shows the proportion at eech 1eve1 for each

A Y
£y

sample type. That table also shows the proportion reporting each level of
'oonsulting and voking. While the percentages vary for-each category of ogn- :
. . - . - . -

"sulting and voting among the sample types, the differences are more p'ronounced

B
. < .
. . . -
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- - *
- . ) . o
in the middle catégori s of participation and not in the two extremes of "no "

v

‘one part;clpatlng" or "all teachers particlpating.” ~ . e
Comparlng the composite measures on organxzatlonal complexlty across the \ :jr,
f%ur sample types shows no statistically s1gn1f1cant différences . Table 6 o )
shows the mean scores for the ;ompos:Lte medsure whlch has a range of values “),, ‘
from H o 29_. ‘ ! ., .0 . ’ . ' ’ ' L.
Table 6: Medn Scorgs for the Composite Measures of Organizational - 7'
- Complexity and External Contdct for Each of Four Sample Types
— : i N -L '
i . T - :
B ';', . Mean Scores _ .
Samgle Type Y »' Organizational Complexlty External Contact
: { 2 s - -
Distfict Panel . 2i.8 ¢ 20;7 + ..
Distpict Control . 25.2 ' T 30.0 .
‘Brochure Panel . 20.4 - o 30.0 * -
" Broghure Control - , o210 7% 29.7

,The canposite ewternal contact measure was virtually the same for each-
A , 4

P

, of the four sample types, as may p)e seen.in Table 6 above'

Other cdmparxsons of the measures on the four sample types may Be seen in : .
Appendix D. ' C -
- - .
e - . L 2

C. Relationships Between Kdoﬁtion Level and Other Variables ' :
Although the relationships found between adoption and other variables wére
. S . ’

generally weak, there are some which suggést some directions for building ~
’ 1 . -

. . . \ ) & ‘
comnunication strategies. ‘It appears that the skewed\d.i,etributions in the »

data tended to depress the correlations ,A thus the relationships may be stronger

than the data analysis suggests. - - 3 e

"

Three variables which were extracted from 26 included _in a Least Squares’

v

-Delete analysis _yi'elded a multiple correlation with the co;nposite measure of
. 1 Rl -

. .
.
. ’
. v
~ -
. ) % h . N
£ - .

- .- . —

- - *
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were:

- . =60~

7

(1) knew about the demonstration‘ centers,

(2) wrote for

.( . adopt}on of 0.47 accounting for 22 percent of-the variance.j"Phe three variables

one or more Of w

!’

the ’booklets describing the reading programs, and (3) had a hi h proportlon of .

"the read:mg teachers holding membership m the Intematlonal Readmg Association

_»

(IRA).

P

The ratio of IRA membership to total number of reading teachers did not

produce as high a simpie correlation with t.;me\adoptionu measure as the composi'te

measure of extermal contact Had, but it was retained with the other two variables

in the Least Squares Delete analysis., A separate analysis in which the composite

- & : .

id

external contact measuré was used, while excluding the IRA/reading teachers

~

ratio, yielded a multiple correlation practically the same as that with the.

-
.

IRA meaSure.

\t

In this case, it would seem more parsimonious to use the IRA

re.

measure, but the data do 'support the relationship of adoption level with contact

+ external to the system. Ev_eg knowing of the demonstration centers and writing

for the booklets are types of contact external to the system.

-

Table 7 ghows the -

partiél and simple ,cérre;.at:'ccns‘along_with the multiple correlation obtained

e .

in the Least Squares Delete analysis. L.
7

Table 7:

&
b

-«

L}

’

/ . ! .
Correlations of Selected Variables With Adoption Level for the

- School Systems in the District Panel Sample, Phase IV Data
‘ g‘ Simple Partial Multiple

S Vari#Ble Correlations Correlations ~ Correlations
Knew about demonstration -

- centers .- ( 0.37 0.32 Ry .123
Wrote for booklet Q.3 0.23 ~0.47
IRA/readmg teacher ratio 0.25 0.19
Composite measure of . '
external contict 0.31 *.

Number of; reading con- .
ferences attended 0.2u . '

=
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s

. There is much talk about the multlvarlate nature of the, problemL under

-

o < . . gﬂ}ﬁ
study in cqmmun1cat1on. The results 1n the present- analysls ‘would support that

cla;m Only one of the three varlabfhs alone accounted for as much gs ‘ten

-

_ percent of the variance; the t‘ree wvariables had partlal correlatxons some#hat

| I3 . -

lower than the slmple zero order correlatlons, but tdgether they accounted for

22 percent of the varlance. ' . ' \ AR |

e 4 . . ‘ o ,\,

If the varlableS'ln Tables are-taken two at.a time -and cdrrelated with

. . v v

) .
adoption, the mult{;le correlatlons are between 0.37 and 0. uu. The strongest

N relatlonshlp is wlth know1ng about the deﬁbnstrég;on centers and“WTltlng for -

M . . -

booklets. ThHat multiple correlat1on is o. uu. Kno about the dgmonstr tion
be ,;w .

4
centers and the composite extérnal contact neasure taken together correlate

J -

with adoptlon 0.43; knowlng about the demonstration centers and the IRA/readlng

teacher rat1o correlaxe 0.42; ertlng for the booklets and the composite external

" contact measure correlate with adoptlon 0. 46% wh;le wr1t1ng for a booklet and ‘the
IRA/readlng teacher ratjo correlate 0. 37 with the adopt;on measure. It 2an ‘be

Vong,,
. seen that by taklng two varlables, know1ng ‘about the deﬁ?l;tratlon centers and

-
w

either the ekternal contact measure or the IRA/readlng teacher ratlo ylelds

)

a re,latszo‘hshrp which accounts for 18 to 19 percent of. the ‘iance in adeption
S

level. - Adding a.third variable as was done with the Leas quares‘Delete,

contrlbutes an addltlonal three to ‘four percent to the vatiance accounted for.

-~

These data offer encouragement as to-the fruxtfulness of pursulng develop-

ment of measures of ¢ontacts external to the system«as predictors of adoption

" behavior., o : ' o . .




e po D. Typologies of Sehool Systems - e .

L] A ’ . —
L}

Arfactor.»analysz.s to identify typolog:.es of scheol systems yielded two

fagtors for each of the four types of sa@lgg of school systems for the phase

-

EV data collection.. B '
l
The d:.scr:.nu.nat:.ng var:.ables between the two factors were: -number of

-

teachers y- the ratio of.’admmstrators to 1 teachers, and the\compos:Lte measuxe
r

-

of external contact "The differencel in adoption levels between -the  two

factopsjere not clear-cut However, as w:.th the other analyses, the adopt:.on

levels tended to be stronger for the larger school systems and ,for«the h:.gher
. L7 g ) ‘

levels of external contact a ; L e s e

A

i

R T Y

The correlation appear.. to he depresscd as a result of skewed dJ.stmbutJ.ons {

f

L®

= in- the measures a$ noted in thg previous seqfc'ﬁ)n Th:.s' would also tend to’

producF less clear-cut factor structures from which to developgthe typologies

of school s;etems’zmd the identification of variables which would discrin\inate v

~ -

between the factors. ) : ' - .

a o -

| . : ’
E. ,Clusters of Vari.able.s Yielded hy Elementary Linkage Analysis

S s < < .

. M n

—

N&né lir;ka'ges emerged from the Elementary Linhage Analysis (McQuitty, l957)

of both the Brochure Panel and Dlstrict PaneI samples, phase IV data. " These

-

sets of l:.nkages heip”to vigualize sotge of the 1nterrelat1onsh1ps atnong the

-

‘variables 1nc1uded in .the - s.tudy - o DL ) S
Kd . - -

NS Looking at the d:.agrams and desoﬁptions of the variables in Append:.x c,

Brﬂh ) Panel sample. ‘It contains var:.ables related to~organ:[zat&0nal com-

. plexity;,\iight of these variables camé ‘out in, Linkage, #6 and+#7 for the

\ Lt >, . ‘ - . »
. s N . .

67

.

1*: Wlll be noted that the 1argest set is one of 14 variables (Linkage #u4) with the
¥

e

o




\ 4 \ L;.nkage #y ’for the District Panel sample.

N

T

\-

» \
N

.

o A

p

k]

’

- . > 2

¢

D:.s"trict Panel sample, the other six

Penel Lmkage .

.

P

A

.

-63-

were on-the, periphery of the Brochure

$

Another large set is one contammg variables perfam:mg to contacts

o

external to the school system. It\:‘ Linkage #2 for the Brochure Panel and

—

\

L ]

-

.

» @

’

[y

- \It is interestinggle note that the: adoption level measure‘ (Variable #31)

-,
-

is lmléed most g’].osely ‘with varlables perta&:ung to infopmation seek:mg

\ behavior.

Also of interest to note is that ‘Variable #9 ("How autocratlc or °

democratlc 1s dec:Ls:Lon-mak:mg in your schoof"") links closely w:l.th sthe 1tems
on recéptivity to change and mplementatlon of new id@as within the school -
—— . ot

system within the past year. Note also that Variable -#8 ("How often the L
Y

.~ administratof ‘tarries out tfe recoumendatio'ns' voved in by teachers") links -,

B

) ¢ With "quality of reading program” in the District Panel sample and with -

I R . ‘ N .
"mplement:.ng new 1deas'! in the Brochure {anel sample.f'; T e “'.’
L . d i i N ’ .
The Linksge Analysis supporfs the assumptmns stated in Chapters I and :

&

II regard;ng wh:Lch varlables would i.t together 11§ sets for Gmpos:Lte

measures and whlch would relate to adoptlon. ) ’ o,
) ' . ¢ . s e
. b F.

<
[

.Further Descriptive- Data!-":
- - ‘ , .' .
o g . TR i M N
Purther data which may help provide imsight into some of the chdracteris-

tics of the schosl systems and the adoption behaviors will be -presented ‘here. _--
. - ) P , e T

For some of thes'g! t‘he. gumber who ‘could respond to the questions was limited
:/ )1
due’ to the".,fact that respondents would have to be- well asquamted wlth the

progranﬁ in order to_ aniswer” the questions. The data here w;.ll be based largely

- . ¢

. . N co s
on the D:Lstrlct Panel sample, singce it is taken to be most representat:we of

.

A

-

the population of all school systems.

. .
. : . . :
. .




e »

T s L Time of 'becoming awdre, .seeking :A:mati‘on and' decidi'ng aboﬁt the”

v N [ . ’

% was conqentrated in the per:.od near the USQE ma111ng ‘of the brochures
N .

I
» ev'

fzhe programs. Ahoﬂ: 95 ;p'ercerft of ‘the respondents reporied becoming .aware of {*

. ’

. the prograﬁs between January 1971 and June 1972 with, abgﬁt 50 perce% be.com:.ng o

-~ [ . -

f
- aware beWeen J\w 1 and December, 31, 1971 ‘The anncuncmg the pmgram
S %
. " and the avallabillty of descmpty booklets were d durmpApr:Ll of lg'm B
et — - b

%

Very few repor/*ted dnformation see‘kmg f‘or each of<the programs; the highést -

a/ N -~ S -

s, 7. being. ten for any one program., Howe\rer taken 'toget‘her, pu
. -,

ol

e

. ‘reply:ufg sa:Ld thzy songht 1nformatlon aftkr Jq,ly 1, 1971.

o >

tended to be earllest in the 1nformatlon seeklng pattem Q‘ere %iew YorR

b & "

Thomasv:.l].e .Beorgia; Mllwaukee‘ '.‘Jisconsin Topeka, Kansas; Ha ord, Co

¢ 'cu& q Keokuk Iowa .Df those who reported seeking 1nformatlon after ‘rede

-
e ~ i 4 ’

» of the brochu{;e, fronf 3/u to 4/5 sought it between July 19'51 and ‘24ne—(l932

r . ° . -

-The times’ glVen\_most often ¥or - cdns:.derlng use ¥ the programs extehded

- cL o v 7 * -

&
" D from January 1971 o Mg 1973, with July 1969 to June 1970 being mentaoned most
» T - r]

for - those who gd con81dered use of

‘. : ,-' v . . - - R . L .

il

_ J -, -
the pr“ns ppior- to”"recelﬁng the bro- - .

L3

- RN S

‘1‘

chure .
}

L‘.‘”‘»/. 14 - el L} s ‘ P

*

3 t.

P TR

The earl:LQt time: report'ed £6 or

actual trial of the programs was eG‘uly 1969}

whifle the tlme:‘ for plannmg t6 trx the ’programs‘extends from July 1972 to

1‘4

December 19 75

'Indlanap\@ls program. 0

usiag the Thomasv:.lle ’ Georgia program, apd one each was usmg the Topeka and

DA

Hilwaukee programs
* Panel sample reported fuil—scale use ‘of one or more of the progréms

BrochHure Panel sampl'e, t_en school systems (1/10)\ reported full scale use; five

— -
Among the Blstrict }zel respondents five reported full-scale u

‘. -
- . 3 0
.. \ . :
v, 5 ‘A ’ . o

of the
L 4
of those usJ.ng the Indlanapolls progranr also was.

¢
Thus, seven (3 7%)of the schdol systems in‘the Dlstmct ‘
. ® 4 -
For the -~ J

.

/7

v . N b N ” ‘
. . < 8 . v . . X . .

! LY
1 e

. .
. .
6 9 o R H ) t ‘
. . :
. - - < ’ [
» F : P |
* : LI
“ s . N . .
-
.
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' R .
of these for Indlanapohs and the others spread _aming .fn& programsf :

4
o

2. Hhat s needed to make your school system more 1nnovat1ve-? In anéwer to that
LN E «

query, betweeén 1/3 and 2/\5 of the respondents saJ.d money, a.bout 1/6 sud in-

., service tra1n1ng, and anoth a1d change att1tudes of the staff or change

othe adm::hlstratlve c11mate in fhe school system., A breakdown of the responses

4
. . -

is conta:.ned in Append1x Table >-7. . o ) ' ,

- Several.»responses were tabulated under "other". Included /{n that det of

. - -

responses are the fohw1ng,: increased comunlcatlon within t he school sy;ﬁw

X s - . R S
. 1ncreased commumoatloe between par‘ents and teachers, upgrading of staff more

v1s1tatlons to model programs, leadership to 1nsp1re worklng together £ bu:.ld

\ 1
+ a program; more t1me to work with staff;. more\.space_and faciljties; _moype sample

-
- -7 - .
questionnaires like this one; and public relations to in the public of the

valu‘.of change. CSome' responded that they % 'eadv were one'of the most innovative

.

sysuggs around or that nothing was holdlngh them back

*

f{ Most respondents ranked the1r school systems h1gh on. recept1v1tLto§han_g_.

From" _Q / 90 perctent perce1ved their athnlmstreiors.‘ recept.we to change;

v ~ .
84 to 87 percent perceived the teachers as recept1ve, and 82 to 86 perceived

/

the1r school board as receptive to change. The‘ca’:led breakdbwn is.in ,
# o

Appendlx Table D-lS. . 1‘ R

r.
When ranklng the1r school sys?m on ?ovatlvenessg 69‘ to -'-72 percen;c percelvad

.

J;helr school system as average or Somewhat. above when compaped to' other school

* systems in ntheir state.’ 'Detagils are in Appendlx Table D-16., Ft‘?m 83 to 95

perCent be.l‘leve’thelr school system. is in the top half of the school systems »n

the state in quality of read1ng programs and' 86 fo 90 percent believe thelr

B
Ve 2 N

{hool system is in the top half in qualrty of teaching. . . -

+ This perc-ptlon of rank em guallty and 1nnovativeness could be a deterrent

*

'f:"?-‘ B . : . 70




to considering new programs. The belief that one is already above average may

lead to a self isfaction#%hat limif§\seeking of new alternatives: These data

L4 - N 6

“w " also may suggest different.criteria of judging one s school on that dlmens;on.

The change agent worklng in the school setting may need to develop some fle ‘
- ° [
~ . data which provide a basis for a school sy&tem to assess itself in relation’ to

. other school‘systems or in relation to some’ desired leyel~of'perfo
. L

one responaent’rated 411 three segments as very re31§tant to change. It's .

BN worthy of note that the ranklngs on receptivity to change didmnot correlate

sigdificantly with adoption,levél. With the distributioh skewed so strongly-

’ k] . * ' ]
toward receptivity,nanﬁ the adoption measure skewed so heavily towaird no,a;tion, -

~

" -~ .

> - - N > . . .
- it ig not surprising that ghe correlation was.of no consequence. wr
. . : 2\

4. .Characteristics of the programs as a factor influencing adoptien could not
N - . ~ ‘ N .

"~ be adequately tested due to” the small numher?who felt they knew-enough about -

the progdams to respond to that set of qudstlons. The.scores of those who did

r<d

reply tended towar%v;he m1dpo1nt of the scales. The mean scores on relathe /
¢ _W"oomplexlty, relative ad?antage compat1b111ty wzth present programvand ' N ﬁg

- -~

dlv1slb111t7'for trfil are shown in Appendix Tables D—B to D-11. = -
-».
. 5. Interv1ew1ng appagently-stlmulated wrltingifor booklets about the programs

- For the‘District Panel sample, abdut 10 percent had wrltten for booklets prior to )

. . 4
the ihter?iewing conducted bne'year later.

-

|

mthe 1nterV1ews while gl;percent had‘wrltgen for booklets by the fourth phase of . j
. . N k’ |

1

b . . .
It also became eV1dent dur1ng the 1nterv1ewing of the Brochure samples that

although someone in the schol system hadHertten for the booklets describing ihe .

I ot

L 4
- . programs, the COord1natjf or superivos: of reading programs was not always aware




P

T ; wh1le about 1/7..have cont;ct w1§h I.mixésxty staff once °a Week or mbre ~— P
About :ten pe;‘cent contect school systems lOO or more miles away as often as ' \ §
\ once a m,onth "1/3 to 2;15 contact sy:hool systans 15"100 miles qway that fre-‘ . ‘-.'. “
‘ quently and half'. CO{lbu\'t school*systems less thsn 15 mile's away one: or more ‘ 2 3

tmes a month ﬂfpoendm Table D-1 o%ams detalls of. these cpntaot measureb. s L

- L 4

‘

.. were moder.étely frequent. ‘Abdut half of 'Ehe respondents reported attend:.ng more

) perta,ming to results, currlculum materljls wh1ch could be obta:med feasq,binty

o Al ]
than five reachng conferences or prof_essmnal meetlngs dum:ng the past -year
r'd %,
/
‘3/5 to 2/3 said 1t was very conven:.ent to VﬁSlt a college or um.verslty,.and

-

'mor‘e than half have contact with \mlvers:LtyYaff from® dne to 11 times-a year,

7. Informatiohr sources beyond those coveréd in ‘the extemal contac* fmeasures.

4

. e / . ‘. by 3
- yf . ~ \ - - R —
0 - P .
b \ . . ' ! - b . ‘
Lot , . -67- ' .- SRl
e S ] * ;o 1
» g & - . e < L L e s ) _
. ¥ : N -- ) ? . o .
‘ that the booklets then ordered by the scbol system. ' Ce
ve ! Co
e ! 5. Comtacts e)&?ma. to th€ school system for mfazgatlon@out new progrggw
. L F L4

* - - % vy 1N . 44:

ingluded: USOE, S‘Uate Department of Education, school systems originating a *

”program ‘fn-ser}uce tra1ning, a school s‘bpermtendent, and other teachers.., ’I:hese .
4
7 ) s

came in response To probe qussr_xgns about further :sourees of informatlon among s \

R -
-~ ~ - -
v

those who had taken some action stepS. T S D

~ The k:.nd of: 1nformatlon wh1ch these mspondents sald they sought was, that »

‘& ar - N '
. v - - .

v . ® s,
level as noteim s,ect:.on c of .th1s chqpter. Ab t l/3 91’ the s\hool systems in

-

) each of “the four types of samples had not one on thexr staf‘f\iho was a'member of

IRA. Thus, it appears that ya\pf the school systems could be proauded ;Lnfor‘mat,: )

. . N .

. ajL . " ' ﬁ' .‘ ﬂi \ ‘ ‘~ . * . - ] ‘. "
: . - ' . R

. .
> . . . .
N ' B -4 -
', o - A}
., )
.

of usmg the program in their system and cost. o ': -t . s 1
Compatlbng.ty with exlstmg program and bemg near aSchool that:@a:‘ .m - ‘j

’ already using a prdgram wepe listed as factors th ibu to ini_tigt:ing‘ :
o plans to use one of the new programs. ‘ . . ' ,.a‘_'_ . “ ’
8.. Membershlp in the Internatlor‘fal Readin j Assoc:.atn.on rélatedri a’d&ption |



s RYER C
about new reading prograwg ‘throush the IRA, Mith the positive correlatibn )
w4, $ - i ) . / . o ‘ ! . i )
. found between -adoption level and the ratie of IRA members to tote‘l,nunﬁer «f -
e .- ;
teachers working with reading, th1s would seem to be a source 'that should be

-_“. fully mlized in promoting new programs o ,

5 Ava:.labll:.g of” Qemonstrat;on ge‘nters was known by about l/7 of the Dis\ trict
' Panel respond.ents and by about 1/5 of 'the. Brochure Panel respondents. Less than ]
) , tdn percent of the respondents in the control samples reporte& Knowing of the'

' denonstrat:.on centers. prpendz.x tahle..p—lu contazns these data. 'g
‘ - - Four ‘¢f the D¥strict Panel sample respoidénts- reported vi.sits to one of “

.
>

the demonstrat:.on cesters and three of the Brochure Panel sa:upl.e and eights

¢’
. of the control sample respondent \/Féoor'ted v131ts to the centers. That'

“

approxmately two ﬁerceﬁt of the respondents. Thege vis:.ts wey ﬁout equally
. d1v1ded between the Indlanapolls and Topek3 centers, w:.th seveh v‘ting +
‘. “ . , . . ) » .3'
Ind:tanap%.ts and eight vmltheka. PO A .
'l'he fedback obtained from the demomstratl \centers was quite positive

.
R4

Thqse’ who completed the feedback foms a‘l) the _centers rated }He demoﬂstra ons

—

2
. "F ¢

‘as very ‘useful mterestmg, 1nfonnat1ve, and pp-to-date. A ta‘bulat:.on ,of those

¢ = . -

tained i%_ Appepdix B. s, v, e

iof intere&t in the study‘are

ki

¢
~ -

’ lO. Othejorre atioﬁs amo“ng variables which were

oontained in Appendlx 'rable D-m It s interesting to note the stmng telatian-. '

ship be een the nM of~ pup:.ls in the school systen"xd the compos:.te fneasure
»

‘of a‘gam.zatiopal complex:Lty Such a relationship would be axpectEd} Also of

mterest is the neg 1ve correlation between’ organizaticmal caanexi and ,';

-

!
extemal contact. If the nonons d‘ev!lope'd in the, rationale chapter are valid

. - ¢ 4 o J
members of ‘more ccsmplex organizations mlght well e:&per:.ence-’restrrlctims in
. 'the:.r accefs tQ messages o .

_ These corrolat:.ons are suggz"uve of op,pon*\.ﬂfities for further study’of the

~

N
’

v measupes be:u;g employed and their relatlonshlp to one another, as well‘ as support’
. ’

a
we

.

ing some of«the eipected cqnnectlons.

0y - * . .

Aﬁ____f —— e

-
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.1

- o£ one year for a set of ten reading programs.

3

-_vie‘ging theV two;pan’e]'. samples'. ' , St

On'e panei sample was ‘a random sample of 18,600“ A school ‘distr st,, g
. L - . L. 1 ~
+ stratified by four categories of school system size. This panel sawple is referred '

' to as the District Panel sample.

s

LN

. <
L Hethod. The study was deslgped 1;: m;sum

Two pafnel-type samples were

S s ..!

selected and two control samples re drawn to check for the impact of re nter-

a
v

the -adoption level over a pe/ﬁ”‘

.'. , : ‘A
‘ "f’\/‘ ) - " -69 / -
R - -
~° . S C ' S
N CHAPTER IV o .
s - . Sunmary. and Recommendations ’ , " 0
’ LT - : '
Y T -A. Sumbary . .

The other panel sample was,a set of school

systems randomly selected from among those who ‘had o'ndered one ‘op more booklets
— - . 7 !
descmbmg the reading programs by ‘retummg a coupon from the brochure Whlch
-9 ¢

was mailed to schoBl systems Lo announce - the ex:Lstence of” the prograhns About
»

. ten percent of fhe school systems were in the populat.um using the coupo‘lg and ’

; ®

the, sample of that populat:.on was labelled the Bréhure Panel sg}nple. The ~

L} ’ \
' ” -
oor;trol samples were rar}mly selected‘ from each of the two populatlons use¢

.

b 4

Conttol respe ct.tvely

An mtewzew scheduie was ma:.led to the off:.ce Jof the superintendent of

)

» [ Y "y

»

the school systems in the samples with the mstruct:.on to prov:Lde it~ to the # -

Id

director or coordmator of t'eadlﬁg programs in the System.

serﬁcev m used ta;conduct the. mtervlews. w:Lth t'he flrst stage ﬁémg to

for the telephone mter'view.

a*omted' time. - -

»

WATS lme ‘elephone

1 4

-

. /'. to obtain the panel sainples and were labelled.District Control and Br chuk K




o
’

s

—

b T e
.%3' - : *

- . -
P ”~

three months. Control sazrples wez‘e se{ected and mterviewed ooncumntly Hlth

0

the secondhthn‘d and fourth phases of the data collection. ’

-~

The District Pan?l..'cons;’.s‘ted of 200 :'é_chool systems, 50 in each of the four '
-gtrata; the Brochure Panel consisted of 100 school e}ste;ﬁs;.the District Control
R . o

sanples each donsisted of WEOOI‘ systems selected and yielded a total of 18§

e,

»-

oompletéd mter'v:Lews for the three phases of data collection the Brochtg'e

L 4

Control samples each\conslsted of 50 school systems and ‘y1ehed a total of

’

17 oompleted interviews.

+ The data analys:Ls mc?ded frequency county and percentages fow deecriptlve

analysesﬁcm Squares for the nominal @evel measures, multlple and, pdrtlal

h oomlatlons, factor analysis and elementary lmkage analysx? To fac:Ll:Ltate

the analysls, oompgnte meas\tmes were" developed for adOpt:Lon\level contact

-

external to the school gystem, orgemzational complevdty, and particlpetion \
<4 — v
decision making. = _— T TN

b
.
» »

Find:.ngs. The 11terature review and rat:Lonale for the. analyses pointed up

I

, The panel sample members %er,e .interviewed four times at intervals of two to

4

-

expected strong relatmnshlp between an open system thCh facilltated messageh‘

7Y

flow and hlgh adoption levels. This would lei to predictions of e‘trong

. Al

- ‘relationships between extema.’l. corkactdneasurvapd adoption wlevel, and between
e

adcption level and the exposure to messages. pertaming to the reading programs .

N Positlve lglanonsh:.ps also were predicted between adoptlon 1eve.1 and the

variables pertaining “to 1nnovativeness of the system, particigation in decxs:L
< *
making,Dénd the charaétemstlcs of” the programs which suggested ease and ¢

-

advaxrfage for the user. A negatlve relatiopship wee predicted between .adoption

' , . ‘ oo ) -
level and &ganrzatmnal complexuy. : Y. 4 .. -

.;~ Aﬁu‘st sggfe analj.,ls *ueldee no ..tc.tls{:lcally significant di fference @

-

-



’

N

- . * 8 o

N - - «71-

* edopticn level emong ‘the four size of school strata in tho Dietrict Panel sampla.
]
Given that %.nding, the analyses wh1ch followed combined all four st'rata of

_the Dietrict Panel into ohe sample set. The correlational a.nalyses were based

mainly on the District Panel on the assumption that ‘it was more representative
w .o
. ’

1] . »

of the;otal population of USA school systems.
The analys:Ls of the data supports the positive relationships between adoption

e'hd extemal contact, and between 8 tiop’ “Q)d exposure to messages about the

-

reeding prog?ams .

Squares Delet’e anal

_None of the

herposibed relationships survived the Least

s, In that analysis, three variablee yielded a multiple * -

correlation of 0.47, acoounting for 22 percent of the variance in adoption level.

The ‘three variables which yielded stat'ieticelly significant regreesione

- e e A

and the multiple correlation of 0.47 are: knew about the dmtrttion centers

for the reading programs, wrote -for one of .the Wets about’ the programs, and

3
hed a high proporticm of the readi‘ng teechers in the: Intemationel Reading

Associaﬂé.on (\')

—

. W

Substituting the composite meaeure of extérnal cpntact for

- the IRA membership variable produced essentially the gaue multiple correlat.{on.

-

‘The composit'measure of external contact includq‘d

( 1) convenienoe to the

.

university - combined w:Lth frequency of contact with m&ereity eteff (2) number

of reading conferences and profesgional meetings attended per year, (3) measme

L} c

, of contact with staff in other school systems weig‘hted for distance from the

"othey 3°§‘°°1 system, and (4) the ratio of IRA members to reeding teachers,' in
‘the school syatem’. = . T ot e

‘rhe comp&site measure of external contact comleted 0. 31 t;ith adoption

J.eve’}. while' the IRA/reading teacher‘ratio‘corrélated 9 25 with adopt%n ’

Herver, as no‘ted above. ‘when these measures were combined with the LOther two

Q

vaﬁables - kn!*lng about demonstration centers, and writing for the: booklets -

.,
I . S .
’

' . "l
> &

. " M Lo v
- ’ 17 mn . \ ' [N .
iy * . R
: v . <, ‘ _
. . ®
B .
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. ' ' ».n.} ’ T \ T
hn m]@iple oorrelations were essentially the same. 'l'his suggeste that the\ :
IRA nubcrahip variable is g useful eoifponent to include in 1&0 development \‘\ .

of a comunication strategy. The data also indicate that 2/3 of the school s"

e tystm have one or: more .teachers holdlng member;ship in IRA, wh:lch arso f)oints . .

to the value of thls channel. ‘n
The correlation.between adoption and knowing of demonstration centers was
0.37; between adoption and writing for the boc‘ets was 0.31; and between’

- adogtzon and number of, reading conferences attended w3s 0. 216 These data’ point

up the multivamate _nature of the adoption process. Knowing of dnonttration
centers accounts for about 1l pefcent of the variance in adoption level; adding
+ . . ar S : . SN .
external contact\or IRA gpmbership adds another four to five percent to the

i

varianoe accounted for, and, adding a third variable accomts for sn additional
thrée to four percent of the vari‘fce.
. A factor analysis y.'LeldOd two typologles of school s eme.. The variablar .

ﬁicb discrmlnated most clearly between these twoc faet m b(mber of.

s

teachers, the ratio of admmstrttors fo teachers and amount of external \-

’conta_ct as indicated by the canpos.jlte ,measure ?f ex‘temal contact. The adoption”
‘ . levels 'were not clea;:cut between the two factors. ‘ It may be that the skewed
*‘ distnbutiqns of the measures gendéd to depfess the magnitude of the correlations,
C thus minimizing the potenti.al for nore cleanly defined mlatimsh:Lps. C .
| _ The sets of vamables identifled through the el:mentary link;ge analyszs

"

.
wére c‘onszstent with-the grouping of vartables Used in the ccmposzte measures. ’

These wex‘e variables which in the planmng of the study, it was/presumed would

MW

- be tapping the same dimensions of behavior in school systems. It also was

conslet(vv:lth other unalyses in tying the adoptlon meaaure to external contact

meas Another interestmg linkage was thati which’ tied receptivity to’ change

.
~ Y ?F.\ H
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with how democratic the gecision making process was pefceived‘to be' within the

school system. The latter linkage also includes the extent to which the schools
. . ' .

have implemented new. ideas in teaching reading‘within the past Jear.

4The perlod durlng which the gain in awareness of the programs ‘was greatest P

was January 1971 to June 1972, the period which gncludes the Aprll 1971 mailing -

of the brochures ggnouncing the avallab;llty-of booklets about the ten reading
-~ & @ ‘ g -
‘Programs. ZTL\

- ;- -

Money, in-service training, and change of attitude and administrative

gFHimate within the.system were listed most often as what would be needed to
*= 4
‘make the respondents’ school system more innovative. Most respondents (80 - 90

s

' i . .
percent) believed that their staff -- teachers, administrators and school

" boards -- weﬁe'peceptive to change.' Also about 4/5 rated their schools in the

top half of ‘the schools in their state in ferms of quality of reading programs and e

.
- .

quality of teaching. This perception may in itself. be a deterrent to change.
- . - .

.

Among the sources of information mentioned dur{hg the probing for additionalf :
‘sources were: USOE, State Department of Education, school syétems originating

new programs, in-seyvice training, the school superintendent, and other;geachers.

¢ . — - -

A

t program cur'mculum matemals needed to carr'y on the ‘pwpgran, feasibility

»

" The-kind of information jmost often sought dealt with results obtained from usin_g -

@ + i .
. »

£ the program for "my system", and cost. 1 Lot N
Aboﬁt 1/7 of the respondents reported gﬂgt they knew of "the eiiz}ence of-
. - ¢ . ? » . .

demonstration centers. Hhiie feedback is not available from each of thoee‘

. L

respond{nts; feggHack was obtained fre group of visitors to the twe . 3

" demdgstration centers. That feedback was very positive. i

¢ * e . x .

— [3 .
- . .
. . - ’ . =
- .
. r. .
.
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B. Recommendations, s o
y 1. In devéloping a communication strategy, the data strongly suggest the =

importance of facilitating contact with sources og information external .to thse.
school system. One of thq most obviousJnggestions from the findings is to feed
messages about new reading programs through’ the Internationsl Reading Aggociation.
Other suggestions coming from the’ data include facilitating the acquisition
- - of booklets describing—the programs, feeding information about new programs
through universities, and msking availaEle reading conferences and centerh
where new methods may be demonstrated .and discussed.
Frofn 3/5 to 2/3 of the respondents said it was very convenient to visit
the university, and convenience to the university correlated 0724 with adoptiqe
level. The relationship between knowing of the demonstration centers and’
adoption level was one of the strongest obtained. That céupled with the positive
‘i feedback from those who filled out survey forms after visits to the demonstrstion "f;
centers wouid seem to indicate that it would be ‘useful to’ contfﬂée(using that . ‘

&

means of communicating about new programs.
> Only two demonstration centers were identified as operating‘within the
‘\’a context of fhe present study, so it would ‘Beem advissble to expand this mode 4'
of dissemidation. ‘Further support for that recommendation is inherent in the
o . .f J, comments of respondents that _contact with neayby school systems uging a new
program wa% factor in their decision to adopt a program ‘A part gf the .

e 3

: communicstinn strategy would then be to make %chool systems aware of the

‘e “ location of systems in which exemplary progrsms were operating, then take steps
to facilitate visits by staff to see the exemplary programs in operation. ’ ]
L 2 In lopking ahegd to Yurther s?;dies, one study which would appear to have i -
N ) both pract a1 and theoretdc payoff would be an analysis of the eommunicstion
. ) . - 2 S -
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- flow within a sehool'system.

entry inté a school system of"pssages regardlng new programs

This could 1dent1fy more clear;y the p¢1nts of

"

J
the dlssémlnat1on

of those messages w1thin*the system. ‘One aspect ef the present‘ tudy which
) : Nt : e

indicates the need .for such a’'study was the time involved in making.%ontact with

-

. ¥ .
tke person f1na11y 1dent1r1ed as eoordlnator of readlng programs, and, the

!
repeat ma;llng requlred to ‘get the 1nterv1ew schedules to the person deslgnated

e ’
as coordinator of the reading programs.

. . ’ »

- -

céuld prOV1de the oppo“tunlty to strengthen the measures and analy31s (1) .
. A~
adopt1ve actxon, (2) external. contact, (3) the structure whlch g§c111ta es the
‘ \
flaw of messages about new programs, and. (4) the de0151on process regarding thé *
. * .

use of the ey pmgralls.1 ‘With-thdse and perhaps othep'reflnements; itm

-

possible to*iﬂéﬁtify‘stnonger,predictérs‘pf adoptive'behaviors. . .
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Doar Sir: . N ' o
Thp U.S: Office of Tducstiof and ilichigan Stdte University. would like S
you to help with a study of ‘the diffision of reading improvement progrems,

’ ' ———
» —— - - N A

Ou:“ study focuses on ten r¢ading proframs selected specifically for this- - - ..
——=—= - geudy. Ye would like to deterimine the level of interést and use for-amy ,
p of these programe within . our school system.. In addition, we would ke '~
. to pather some peneral informatiom about yourschool system to help us - - :
better understand the organizatior-and communication natterns schools ‘
across the ngtion, and how .these factors relate to the diffusifn’ of rcgd-

ing programs.. , Y ¢

- A telephone interviewer<liill*he contacting vou.soon to set a conveniemt ., o '
#ime for & telephonc intervi®s.” ie will ‘probably first'call on the date ~ DN
A_ 1 listed.at the bottom of ;this letter. I% the time is convenient when he .

. fipst calls, you pay compléte the. interview then: if'not you may set ., o
* another’ time. - |- ) P

— ]

‘<A ¢opy of the duestfon;aair: ~i.s et:\;:losecl".; "’é"c‘l‘ s that vo;; Yook it B o
’ ?Ver right a'nva_ve » . . ) . ., o S
€ will aopreciate your cov-'fration ﬁifh us in this studv. % T L F '
éinc’gr';lv 3mur$, A N . f P a “' S - . o .
o i ) ; o . . " “, ’ ‘ . . f‘ - !'/'." '

‘-_.‘ L. E. Sarbauph, P‘roj "DiSGCtor 3 _ wo e ‘
. Department of Communi i . . o o Ce t
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. ‘nvEbTIGATION OF COMMUNICATION'EFFORTS AND - »‘\ .
.ot THEIR RELATION, TO' %OF ADOPTION OF o .
.9 - .. 'SELECTED READING EROGRAMS ° o e
o , ] . . ; - . ' 9 o . -« .i i
. , - : T ) oo .
PR EE . . .- - . . . N 4 . )
* ‘Instructions for Respondents . ‘o et v
+ / L " T LY . i L. A .

-

1. uggest thét you keep thxs questlonna.u'e near youx' telephone. It will |
te the interview if you have it available for ~refereﬁce when the |
tervxewer calls. . ™ o : '
. , s a . . -
- 2. 'You mdy want to mark some of your ansWers on pur copy of the questionnaire

before the mterv:Lew ‘We'd encourage.. ‘that. N
i ’ S .
3. You may need to check with the records section of your schoo; system in
order to get information to answer: a few of these questions e.8., questions o

-

17, 19, and 20. R C o o ,

«™ . - . N

4. Some questlons inq.ulr-e about other people_ﬁs— your school sya‘tem. Since this

-+ is 'a study of organizations (school systdms) not individuals, other people - - -

- —«ghould always be idéntified only by their title or peésition in the organi- .
z3tion.. He do ¥OT want to know their names. There is che exception to the

- "no name" rule -- ue will-be asking for your name. This is only -to make it
easier to contact §ou igain later, in the évent that we necg more: information -

) a.bout your ‘'school's read}.ng programs. / oo v L - .

\

.‘{,L Unless' othemuse 1hd1cated the ‘questions in thls st:hedule refet\ to your .
, schoo]. §ystem (school dlstmct) T e AL * - x TN

L . +
| \

f ‘ . * - . O N . ¢ +

r— R . . . ' ‘ . . '
. S [} Lo . ' . ",
- ’ . . . v 4 “
. K . . * "._‘. # . . "". .
. ) 4 K ‘. a* ‘ A
. .

+ . . , -
~ . ' . . v .t

. m Igssponsn ,J0 THIS 'INTERVIEY MILL*BE KEPT IN-STRICTEST CONFIDENCE. You will
% . mote that t:v};e is a codg number ‘in the top left hand corner of the first page
I "of the interview schedule. ‘gis wfill be uged to keep différeht sets of responses
‘comfng~from the ‘same "schogl system connected. However, neither your name or that -
. of your school system #ill be associated with the completed interview sqhedule or
the data processing decka ori wh:.ch res.ponses will be sto&'ed fon,;ab}a‘gion and
analysis . L .

. « » ¥
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. Y v P , . ; ' .
. e : SURVEY OF DIFFUSION Of . ' . . . ¢ : .
TEN READING PROGRAMS R S CoC
. y' " . :' . K . . e . - , ' . ‘*: . . \ r. - _ j
1, that is your exact .job title in the reading program? Lo ::, oo 3
. P o . -
2. What are your dut:.es’,bes:.des your work vhkh your school syspen's readmg ol w
program? , 4 . PR . . |
. R : “, , » ) .
"3, About how much of your t?une are you Ele to devote 80 yow duties w:.th * o
* ; the reading program? .- ’ *
. Aar 1/4 fime . 4 T 4 o S "*
S B 1/2 time- : -2 . .-
c e : . . .o U A
. . Co , 3/4 time \ A e =l
. ) ’_1"‘- - ' : ) ot . L / < ‘ ) |
-d, full time . - . ) |
_ . H Hhat is the tltle of the top admmistrator df the entire school system? ‘ 1
’ f‘ ' A -+ * T - . : . ) .y * ) ’
Ly (t:.tle or pos:.tlon) ) . N C ) .
"" .5 ‘How many ass:.stant or associated admm.strators repor't directly to him?m T
ass;stantg or associates « . ‘ ' 1
‘none T . | ' - e ]
. / - ' - .0 . ) 7 - '
6. that are their titles? o ey - . >
_ — P - > o
: - r ] — . ., ‘“,', ’ - ,
Cn * " 1‘ ’ S ' - o ]
Y nﬁmy‘bui dinz px":lncipals are thére in ivour Fchool syajxeﬁ {
A . ra » . -
. 1 ! -
. 4 - — T pc— - dom * * X " 4
. - , ¥
8. How many 1&5 ogram* directors’ are there in ¥our ,school Syste‘l? "
: o - pmgpam diflectors Y G ) ) ’ e N
P . . PEEY " ’ ! ‘ . L -
) ea— hO’aQ -\ . s - ) . Y
W, ™ T
. -
o o
. . ?
“ : K
n AL, y N % iy
o~ B s 4" * S




o

A .t ’ . K - ®
g9, What are the programs for wifich they 4re responsible?
a. ' . e ,
) - - Y t 4 _— , PR
b.r - K : o o . o,
C.. R ‘ . . L ’ ‘//f . -
d- g ‘ ) ‘- . . F N - ’
N 4 - - [ N -
MR - < ! . " . AR .o

10a. What is the fE.itJ.e (Q‘r position held) by your -im’ediaté supervisor? *

c. Now letls go one more level. What is the tltle of the person that your—

» .

- T N . ‘
- d. List any others between, this person and top admmstratqr In your school
system. . - I . RN )
’ . * ¢ ‘ \ " ~ B @ L4 -
. . ks . L
N s S 3 ' ) . =

e. In your pos:Lt:Lon wlth resbe\_t to the reading program, how many dlfferent —

L . . - - ) .

] * - l .
Ll . N - . - . . —
- L -y .

» y . . ) _ ' . .
b. ‘What is,the title (or, pgsitiof) held by your immediate superiop's boss?

. . Al gv
* — paay e

immediate superior's boss reports to?

-

.

positions ‘are fhere ‘between yeu and persons that actually teach readmg

to the Studef}ﬂs" - _: - :m ’ - e ) e
e, f) o AT &
noﬂe . - 'I e I3 . - . B :‘.
' Lad
- . no.«f pos:Lt:Lons' P}ease list the titles Qf these posltlons
b e

a. s e of the. teachmg sta.ff 1s cpnsulfed .“_ . " Tt
b., - entire teaghmg- staff 1s consulted . ‘ “ S
. C © . some group within® the teachmg staf‘f (i.e., cun"lculum comm:.ttee
’ ‘13 consul;e ) ) s T .
fa x - , .
d. all affECte teachers ‘are consulte,d S ' oL
e. some, goup ‘foom wm;hm the affected, faculty is smsulted .,
f,:’ ' entzre teachmg staf.f 48 p,olled... ‘o -
L, " some group w1th1n the teaching staff Q.e., c‘urri‘cmmt:ee)
. ———r
. o 1s polled . . . ” .
“ he. all affeﬁted +eacﬁers are polled - , ot

. ) /“‘ . - R . ‘

pm@‘gm' who 11 i2 inwolved

ecision -makmg "proc

‘4. ° - some proup from: w1th1n the affected ~faculty is polled

)

e . g | -.' 3 - !
j . Tother (P}IW RpTait n— G - : »
. »

~

and :L hat way" P‘lease number below the
uence of con5ult;ng, pollmg, etc. in this process. o .




+ N N .
b -~ o

120 After the various forms of f'onsultatlon, a final decision anhng the

ir» 2 teaghing staff may be made. ¢Please indicate who on the teach;njg_ staff <
. is given the f:.El vote in’ the decls:.orr-making process* : \
,' « °F . a. none of th‘e teachmg staff is glven a vote : ’ *
S . —_— ) -
~ b, entire teaching staff is. glven a vote
. e —— '. B :‘
. c. ~—_ SOme group wlthm the" teacgng staff%is glven a vote (i. e., ot
oS .- ° curriculum comnuttee) RER W " . ' A
R - ' .
> a, all affected teachers are g:Lven a vote ] ,
‘e, | some group selected from the affe&;yi teachers is given a vote *
a . f. other (please expl'am) - R . ' §'
13. Who makes -the fmal-declsloﬁ on the adoptlon or non-adoptlon of a new
., . progragg.- & S . . o
.’ - — ' - -r. ‘ ‘. j I
, (name of group or position and . . ‘ :
'z title of md1v1dual) oo : LT . AR .

. [

1 1, Who has the right to request thal a new program be con51dered for adoptlon"

4 <' - . " !

-

: . ’ P ' ’
I (posn;on or title) + - % .

» . FE .

lSa. How often does the admmstrator of youd schiﬂ:-’!ysteﬁa carr;y out” the .action /
tecommended by & vote of. the ‘teacheps? " oo :

e a. - nearly always X L ‘g,' ' ) )
3 - ° » g N - .~ ~ *
;o b. about 3/u of the time o _ : . e
O el about half of the tlme A - "6 - . T )
: d. bout 1/4 of the time. e ) v :
- DN %*“_ . , . ’ .
. \ DT ardly ever : . '
’ , b Cons‘mi the declszon process in your school system, wouzd yalsay . .. .
.. . 'the précess : . : | § )
I . o4 \ ,’, S . . . . , ) . . , R
o 3%, ] a.‘ .'\\ Ver'ya autocratn.c \ . . e g ) oo
' #, LY PR .som#what autocratic = ¢ . bt
» St N [ . . . ‘ .
" PR - > gomewhat démo;:ratlc R . . » .
-, —— S . . .‘ ' v P . . e
- .y % e d, ver'y democratlc \ S
e e, = ‘ ‘ s L
- ‘ﬁ. 'If you were- - to declde that your school system should adopt a new qr N
.  modified weading program, what procedures would you have'-to, folléw to 4 T
I ‘secure its adoption” Lo : . o
. N ' ' " . " ' o
SRR ) te” ”, ) B
X * .  a : .’ I
, . A ’ I. . ’ .
A\ i R . } . . . »
- > ~ \ ‘ » IS —
9!) Y . ,f‘ i \ . . v - i
1 \ we A . -,




18.

[~

. \ ?\ [ i e .- ’ - -, i .
How" many up\s\ls do you have enrolled in your school sys"tem" - r
| ZEAN o

a. - ° 0 -, - 299 ' N - a . : ! .

b. T 300 - 599 . oA\ , L 4
- 600 - 999 .+ ) . ) t e -

d. 1,000 - - 2,499 o Y A

e. 2,500 - 4,999 - 1. L,». -
£, 5,000 - 9,999 . : e ) )
o v 10,000 - 24,999 - ' v . .
h.-. . 25, 000 - over ‘ X :

Ig your school syst‘em considered: - .
a. rural = ¢ T e . ’ .t

b. suburban ) ) ) ) . ,

c. metropolitan *. . . . "

. ° . . . ¥ \\‘

What is the mer pupil expenditure for operating your schoel.systém? ’
a. ,-. under $ u50 | ’ , . \

b. $ 450 - 549 . ~ R

c. $ 550 - 699 o ' .

d. $ 700 ® over, d o,

5 -—

||

actual amvunt - ) ‘ ‘ .
“a . |
\

What percentage of teachers and admmstrators do you have in *‘ school \{
'-Sy§ten ‘at the following educational leve48? ' -
¢ Teachers’  Administrators N . -
lese' than.BA a~: % e. % i
BAbutnot MA °~ b. %  fo %
Q' but not Ph.D.‘_"c‘Z‘ %° g. $.. i
Ph.D. or more .  d. $ , h. % S ) |
'TOTAL . 100 % 100% . ’ |

. f- o

i.

total number of teachers

total, number of administrators
He convenient is it for membérs of your staff (including you) to wisit
a co¥lege or university?

" -, N
' . .

a. | very convenieqt

b.. somewhat con;r@nient, K

‘G somewhat inconvenient’ - '
' \d.‘ ~ very inconvenient

5 i

How frequfntly does .someone from your xwﬂng staff (} cluding yourself)’

"contact aj university'staff member? s ]
. ““.'J. £ ( .
a. once a week or more . =]
b. 1 - 3 times per month o ' -
—I—-—.——- = H
¢, 6 - 11 times per year " . ) \
, —————— ' ~ N
d. . 1 - 5 times per year ot -_) - : -
é. !less than once a year . .
[ R—— ; L. N

L 4




L'y ’ ;‘ . 8 N \ :
S k= g
T )’ ~ A
\ . . " 't e >
S\ 23. Are you a.meiber of the International Reading Association (IRA)? .
. YéS' ) ' . i e N ) - ) : ) )

- ——— v -

\ . ) - ne 1 .
Tt ) ) <

24, How many staff members (including yourself)“in your school system, are _

currently working directly with reading programs? . . , |
o ' 3 N ¢ > + |
' . N . ! - _ v . [ }'ﬁ?‘ ‘. i
+ i M ‘. LY Faf it - . ‘
25, How many teachgrs and other admm:.strators in your schagol’ system are ) ] .
‘members of IRA including yourself‘> - . ‘ , o

e . . 4
N ’ \

26. How many -different reading conferemes and/op professional meetmgs have .
' been attended by you or someone of your read:mg staff within® the last é

*12 months? . . e . . AR
‘ ' ’ ’ °' - - LS - “ ‘
+-"a, none L . s . .

, X Y b. 5 O'Qé . . . . ’;/"' ] i -, , ; ‘
C §— L X > _ .
. - C. 2 -.3. . , S e L

.- . - o .
. ' * P ‘ .
. e, morg than five v I S . ) o /j_

~ \ i - -, .‘ '\{ ‘
. 27, Within the last year, did you receQVe a .brechure from the National Center ’
for Educaticnal Communicat ion/USOE entitled '“Model: Programs in Readmg"* .

llstmg ten readmg 1rrprovement programs from across the natrbn” . L

' ~ Al - ’

‘yes L - . . i e
® no (if no, go to Page 6) -~ o, e o |
. _28. If yes; what did you do with the broghure whén you recéived it?

- . . . . e . . R . « o, - i 3 !

] ‘ i ~ ia . ‘ ' 2

A - -~ » v E
. . . . RN ) \z . -
- . " G — ?' ° t. . Ao ” Lt )

NOTE: %~ , - T, ‘ Lo

N H
d 4 ¢

. ’ If the respondent ig not aware of |~ - ’ K
C > 1 l any of the ten-'"Model Programs it | ~
’ Read‘iﬁg," go to question 4%, page . . oL, .
| 12, -~ s . oo . o

; - .-

. :
- - LN . . RN ™

.
]



; . . D ;}g .
BELG' 1S A CHART LISTING TEW,Rfﬁsva PROCGRAMS SFLLCTQ} FOD THTS STUDY BY TIIE .OFFICE O orm
TION. » WE WOULD LIKE TQ KNOW 'YOUR LEVLL OF AVARENESS, AID USY OF Arf OF THESE PRO-
RAMS = ‘ILL Y0U. PLTASE GIVE U° TETS- INFORMATION RY CO%PLFTI Ic TIT CHAPT BELOW!

—— e - e e ——— —— o

In'_c_olumn A, please indicaté when you first learne about™any of’ thésq programs.., >
o L4

ol . . ' . . Y

(»1. . ’ e, ”n . )
In c¢lumm B-1, plcase c'*ec}‘ thiose nrograms for which vou .cought addl,tlonaJ‘infor'— L
2T BT
~#ation prigr to.receivinn tme brochure; in colunn-I-%, check t‘iose"‘program for
.———H-q
which you soupht adgitional. &nformatloq aﬁter receivine the bmchu!'e or tl’us inter-

._vieWedule" . . ce o,
K PR - ' _ - H
In' column 1 C-1, nlease chéck anu prograns vour school svstem tad cons%ergd usfnf'
Em.or or to recelvmg the brochure; in colymn c- 1 C-2, checx ‘anv prosrams your school
system has ctonsidered usine aftet r*eceivm" *m—*‘uroc wre: . w °
S, ® [ ) . N :
I e ’ . = r .
In column D-l, nlease indicate tv]e arnrox: irate date when, if at all, your school,

systnn pl ylans to bésin a tricl use of ar + of these nrograms;: in calumn D- ” in=-.

dicate the apprpximate cnte thel vour c .00l gwstey Firsd tr"e@ usins, anv of
these, program ' -

- ‘. ~ L . -

In colum E-1, lnlea%(. cr.ec.,, {hose nr ofvraw ub ‘ich vonr ,(hgol _,ystcm 15 nl R
using on a full 1 scale; in eolmj, 2, < Leck! tqu( ™1 ofrans vhich vour school e

system plan ans’'to us use on a FIIT scais in the futur

. . - ¢ .

' - . ——
poal s n. w k. A LB
First - “ourht . Const r*:.{‘ . Trlul 'se - L*‘uiﬁ Scadle-Use

Freu “.Informat *n R "
trout [-1 A2 |7 i “11 caD-2, " F &Sl T2
MQ/YR} MO/YR . b lan, Fdve. trled. ¥ow, Plan to

~ . fyn./velwriorfafter - Floy “’*/‘/T’z' !0 /YR, | Using . MO/YR.
Marysville, Californim L o R 4.% '

I~

¢hicago Heishts, ‘Ill'. i T

Pojeaaue, liews Mexico!:

jndianaﬁohs, Ind.

-

York City, : 1.7,

‘B

: > . . ’
“Thomasvilld, Ceorgia

.

. N g
I»Iilwaukée , Wisc.” . ¥
g e

Topeka, Kar’xSas .

‘Hart ford,” Conn.

|

Keokuk, Io,wq’-

. . . - ‘. . N - o

E¢; you are Rot aware of any of thesvp‘f'ograms other than g.hrougb @%h‘:g them li.sted in ;his .
interview schedule, proceed to Huestion b5, 'gomplete cc}ums B, D, Cy and E for these .
programs-you !now aboi,xt.

Q ‘ i t)’\«




' . N * N

WE WOULD LIKE YOy TO RATE, THESE PROGRAMS AS THRY CQUPART 7O YOUR PRESLIT PROGRAM.” OF
COURSE, ¥Y@®*LL BE ABLE TO ANSWER .ONLY FOR THOSE PROGRAMS YOU /KNOW ABOUT. - P ¢
. . s , . - .‘ ‘ s . '. '

A . " . o o . gt )
. ' ’ ‘ ’ N " ® 4 ’ _,-,ﬂ - . . '?‘ t
34, On this chart, would-vou indicate the. relative advantage of the programs as . *. ~’.
| S o - ’ .‘, e
compared-to your present progrdm. . .. ‘ b )
1 ' M * ‘-
. ) . . ' : » s ] . v
- ~ Compared to our present . Much Somewhat | #Abouts: Somewhat | Much
‘Progag, the program in . . { Better [ Fetter The Worse - | Worse
oo . ; , Same ] ) . .
. . [ [ [ - . 4£ - A4 !
a. Marysville, California 13;.. - . ™
e . . , -t . = , . . 4 N ’
¢+ P LT ’ ’ ;
. .’ Chicago Heights, II1l. is e .
. . . . :
L4 , |
c. Pojoaque, llew Mexico is: ‘
l ‘ ’ . . , ]
T d. Indianapolis, Indiama is: ' .
A} ] 2 ! N M )
. Fy R . . = . . K L. :
.€. New York City, H. Y. is: S I . N T .
' . 4 . . S i : ’ ’
- £f. Thomasville, Georgia is: . 0
- .. B - : - ’ N
b . * S -
g Mi},waukee,_‘-lisc. is: N
- N M * e ) ¢ -
: , . I .
-—--- - h. Topeka, Kansas is: . - ST
E * . '
=d - -
P‘l'\ [ A . ‘
i. Hartford, lonn. is: R /
I .' » . ' * . ~ B N =
- M -t ‘ - v
ek B : : e
. j» Keokuk, Iowa 1ig:
P I M ¥
» R . . . , - 1
Additional comment, if any: . ) N ¥ .- > .
+ . - {" =
- [ ] -
. G ) . J ! A ,
. » . »
U 4 -




35. On this chart, would vou 1nn1ceit¢. the relative complex1ty of each of ‘these

‘ - . 5
,programs. One program is more complex than aqother if it contains the wame
. ] .
elements as another and something Tbre \ .
, S N @ -
* R , ' . . ) s '
— - A ver— | ey | or e ———
The program in . . . . - Complex Complex © Very ‘s Complex ~
' Comnlex . At All
a. Marysville, California is: ) = ’
: , pu . :
. - :
'b.. Chicago Heights, Il}. is: | - ’ /. .
. , . .
_‘_:__:‘;;_rﬁ.. R . . . R )
}/ - c. Pojoaque, New Mexico is: : - - e
* .4, Ijdianapolis, Indiana is:™ |, . . . N
¢ .y . . . i ’ ——
" e. New York City, N. Y. is: ‘ ‘ - o™
i -~ ' v ‘ . ' g i
. e . ) =
f. Thomasville, Ceorgia is: - . .
f ; L] ~
. g. Milwaukee, Wisc. is: ' \ C . ) . . ! T
h. Topeka, Kansas is: , ] » -
L . . 8
i. Hartford, Conn.’ is: . o ' b
[ ] 3 v - !
C j. Keokuk, Iowa j.‘s: b : )
) The present program in - ,
- our school is: . - . .
d . . : ' ——--———:1‘ B -
‘Additional comments, if any:, - K
" /‘ L4 . -
'
: . '




36. On this chart would vou indicate how welI\the broprams below fit in with your

»

present school philosophy, teachine staff, resources, methodolovv, etc.
4

12
. «

-

' Thinking Ef_my school

system, the program in. ..

»
v ~
-
. . .

a. Marysville, California:

13

_b& Chicago Heights, I1l.:

’
.

‘. . .
¢. Pojoaque, Mew llexico:.
d. Indignapolis, Indiana:

S

e. New ‘York City, New York:

»

f. 'Thomasville, feorgia:

» * 4
g. Milwaukee, Yi¥sc.: .
‘l N . - .
. e

4

h. Topeka, Kansas:

-

i. Hlartford, Connectsicut:’
. - .

&

. - , . o>
.3+ Keokuk, Iowa:

. . -~ : ’

'

> ‘ 1 .-
» ' » '\—/{.
) e . .
“
L 5
. &
QL ) -
JERIC,' *- -
| ommmm b

Aaaitionalf;omménts, if anv:

A

-

y

Q

\

i
s
)

.

*Doesn 't

Fit Very.
VelIl’

[ -

S

. i
. .-
- ‘
.
>
'
b [N ,_. " L . N .
" .
<
Y * .
»/ . .
i
4 \
-
.’7 v N
N R .
[}
»
-
N
.
. .
¢
. . v
. .
2
»
- . o?\
»
.. L 4 .
. .
. L]
P

-t




.

On this chart, would vou jir¢

r
14

¢, In my judgment, the program
in .. .., .

.

- ) /\/

a. Marysville, California Qould be:

, .
b. Chicago Heights, Ill. rould be:

’ [

T T

« - o 4

c. POJoaque, dew HMewico would ha:
} d. Indianapolis, Indiara -'ould be:
%E% e. vould be:

New York Citv, lI. Y.

-

. f. Thomasville, Georgia woulc he:

g. Milwaukee, Visc. wouli?uy

¢ ’ >: ,
h. Topeka, Kansas would hes '
=
N Y

i .. Hartford, Conp.'would be:

. ] -
a
j. Keokuk, Iowa would he: - !
n ) .
Additional comments; i anyy ’
: 1
" )
‘
. ,
. . P
» - P
: .
" - -t d N 14
- ) . -
' * . ? . R y
¥ . o
. /kl

\)‘ . ; <‘l .

ERIC :" - . '

o o ) . - /
L « ;

these propramg\can he triéd on 3 small scale.

’ *
-10- | P
Y
cate voyr Jucvﬂent of the ca“e~w~tn wblch each of -
, ~ -
Very, Fairly Fairly Very
Easy- Tasy Difficult | Diffieult
To Try To Try To Try To Try
- o LA i « ! 1 ' .
1] / .
N Y
. - 4
! . /
' .
» o ‘ ‘ \
R V4
T P ) )
[ _» :
>
- L ,’(, 7/ 4?ﬁ
N R A
- L .
1] .o
L
" /
I -
‘ L
- “ L) - ¢ * *
] z » . ’ e
’ .", N - R -t
" /‘ - i A >
\- < : . o
e L - >
- * s
[ ]
hd “
. , R ) -
——
-
= < . .
) ' ) .
{ o 0 "
Vot - *» g ' i

XY
h )




- ’ . -11-
39. Has anybody,ln your school system written op behalf of the system for any
of the leaflets listed on the brochure from the National Center for Educa-

tional Commun1cat10n° . .
4 -
K ___syes ' . oo N
2o v g no (if no, go to qyestion 40) T '
N . \ N

. 33, What has~beea—éeae—w1th these—leaflets, on_Lf.they have not yet. heen -~ ___
-  received, what do you intend to do with these leaflets° ‘

’

.
[y 7.

‘40, BPo you know aboyt any of the four demongtration centers operatlng for
. interested school staff persons to visit? .

f‘ - ¢ M - .

yes . \ .
. no (if nq. go to questlon NS) . . .
—— - ’
: . . ) . ; \
41, Which centers if any, have you or any‘pf yoqr dtaff visited?
a. none (if none, go‘to-questlon 4h) ) .
. "b. Indianapolis . .t '
. c. Topeka . N .
v a7 B — * }
B —— [ \ . .
. e. - .
) . - T~ - . 4
42, Did this v151t'help you and your staff in trylng to dec1de whether or not
L to dge any of these programs? " i
yes ' . -
ot
. . v .
b U3, If yes, how, if no, why not? . .t

4y, Which demogstratiocn centers,'if,any, are you planning that'you.or any of .
your staff will visit? ) ‘ o = R

a.. _ none 4% . - ~ . Co Ty~
. b, Indianapolis - ) - ~
o c. Topeka - ) . , .
v d. ' . . T R

: e. R
. T —

On the follow1ng questions we do not+ intend to 1mply that any answer is either a
good or bad reflection on your school _district. :We simply want, as objéctlvely
. %as possib}e, your assessment of proneness toward immovation. Remember, your .
" answers will be kept-confidehtial gnd will -not be associated in any way with |
you or your school district. , They will be 1ﬂentif1ed only by a code number
in the data decks. . / . . \ . A




“m

< -12- ’ ) ¢ .
4 ’s’ ,‘ ‘ . )
. ' T ) - * YN a
" 45, When it comes.to trying new *reading programs, my school system tends to be:
. L] a. among the first ! ' .
b. somewhat earlier than most . T '

. e kind of -in the middle .-
d. somewhat later than most. - -, ~ ° ‘ -
e. among the last - o ! ;

' . —= Sometimes part of the"school system is Teceptive to implementation of hiew pro-
. grams, -while o‘cher parts of the system are res:.stant to new programs. H&w would

- you rate your school board, teaching staff and admlnlstrators as to their recep~ "’
l%_ tivity to new 16@?39 Please check the most descrlptlve point onYeach of the
~ scales, RSN
46, My school board is: ' ) Lt

very resistant = . e
somewhat resistanty - R <7

somewhat reéept%ve ) '
very ‘recaptive - _ . -

1

: 47. Our teaching Staff is: s . * ' : 1 [
very resistant .
. somewhat resistant N ..
somewha{rr:‘zepgive \ > .
. wery receptive - -

48, Oun. administqators are: - : : : .

- , very pesistant . . '
somewhat resistant v .

. % somewhat receptive ’ .

. very receptfve ‘= ' ) '

other schools in the state? \ . . .
. - * «
- much more . | Lt . ° .
+ . * somewhat more , . . . “
about the same o \ e -

somewhat ‘less ‘ . " é . =
much less . . . . ao v

TR v

" 50. ‘What would need to be done to make your school more innovative? .. - <

) y . . .
hl » . h .
: a !

. @
51. Now would you rank your school system among other schools 1n ‘the state K
' # far as the quality of the readmg progi*am" \

- upper one-fourth L . .
.2nd -one-fourth ! T e, N .
—_— A Q : Y .
. » 3rd one-foarth . ) . y
. -+ .bottom ane-fourth ' S, - .
. ' ) .
- Y i ; . N s . ' . . * ~ . - . ° N ’

EIK\[C LT 4 106 ! X -
o, " o -~ ) ) ) _ . 5




. . . - - 1. .
., . - 13 .. ' 3 .
. - - L) v -
. . . . Nt
, 52. How would you, rank your school system overall in terms of the quallty of -
+ " its teaching program compared to othe?r schools in your state? - =
P ) upper one-fourth t

. .o 2nd one-fourth
‘ + 3rd one-fourth ‘
) ) bottom one¢fourth & o o =,

- 53. Has ,your school implemented any 1deas in the last year‘to 1mpr‘ove the ,
quality of their reé‘mg instruction?

* yes’ - ¢ . ) -
no - . .

s4, If S0, briefly explain.

- -

¢

What would you, estimate is the frequency of ecommunieation- about reading pro-
-+ . grams between the reading staff of your schdol system and the reading staff of
school systems that are: S ’

. N -
&

;. more than 100 miles away? :
‘ 4 . v - ’ H

, a. - one or more times a week .
. b. . at. least once a month
. ¢. > . at least once a year ' L
. d. seldam . ¢ ,
4 Wﬁ"uk' «; - _
' " 5¢. morg-than 15 miles but less than 100 miles away? N ,
i
- T one or more times a week .
—— . :
b. at least once a month ) . .
L. <. . at least once a year : ) "
\ : d. . . seleom . ) ' ¢ .
57. less than 15 miles away? .
Y .- o f
.« a on&or more times a week oo < '
b. at- least once a month '
<. *at least once a year . .
¢ d. . seldom’ . - .
e —~ .
M » -1 LN
* (J%V*\M * . .
N ) ’ o,
4 A
v.‘
’ - - - & .
X . ‘
. .. t » ’ - - -
. - N




’ - -14~ ! . ’
] ) . . .
. 1 [

-

® —

THE INFORMATION ON THI£ SHEET WILL BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL, AND YOUR NAME WILL

"\ Not BE ASSOCIATED WITH ANY OF 'YOUR OTHER RESPONSES. IT WILL BE DETACHED FROM
*THE' REST OF THE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE AND THE RESPONSES CONNECTED WITH OTHER; DATA
. ONLY THRQUGH THE CODE NUMBER. * ~ e coe .
- s’ ) o .
. oot T : v e Y ;
. _ s HLC - ' N
. DEMOGRAPHIC_ INFORMATION & o N .'
17, TITLE OF YOUR POSTTION . . —
_~. 2. ARE YOU A TENURED SCHOOL STAFF MEMBER? = : X
YES© . o~ o i s
NO ' ' ~ v
- . ' . : . i A
3. NO. OF YEARS EXPERIENCE IN: R
A. TEACHING o }
- B, ADMINISTRATFON R L ,
’C. OTHER (SPEGIFY) - =~ . e
. . . ) o 0 -
4. WNo. OF YEARS WITH PRESENT SCHOOL, . , .
v ' { : . . .
5. WHAT SUBJECT AND/OR GRADES ARE YOU ‘CURRENTLY TEACHING ~ - ’
- \. N - - T c"
, ' 6. PLESSE CHerK DEGREE(S) COMPLETED AND YEAR:
a. ‘ B.A. | /
, *Year : SRS )
b. M.A .
) : -+ Year . .
c. PhD. . ' .
Year ' '
d. * NUMBER OF COURSE&;{AKEN BEYOND PEGREE IN LAST 3 YEARS -
- . :
- 7. AGE ,
‘ - . .
. 25 OR UNDER “-,_ 36 - u5 56 OR OLDER P
h;__d_‘ 26 ~ 35 ™, e = 55 _’ *. ’
“ \ ) - ] E , - o
" N - ) ] — .
‘ ﬂ L . .
: n - -
o [ ! Fl !
4 + +
~ . FE e ' N " ’




]

* TIONED THAT WE WOULD‘CONTACT YOU AGAIN IN A COUPE ‘OF" MONTHS.

reported at the previous intérvifg.
— N

Appendix A-2-1

. ' ‘ \\ ‘ . ’ ' -4 .
. . ™ e ( /l ’ ‘ b . ‘ TeT >
'y v A . L L]

"
#- ‘ /f ' o ‘

' INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR PANEL gAMPLES “ .

SECOND AND 1hIRn PHASE DATA COLLECTION oo

‘. '\
. The introduc¢i§ﬁ and probes used dufing the second and third phase data
\ . . .

collection® covéred the itemg_gn p.6 of_the questionnair€ in Appgpdix Af;_

4 3y

and the probe qﬁésfioﬁsfbn Sources and klnds of 1nformat;onésought re ardlng

. ‘ A - L3 ‘
any of the programs. ;, - - . . s
. » . . . . - -
B 3 » " “
Suggested Ingroduction: '"HELLO, I'M FROM MICHIGAN d
: Z ) ]
STATE UNIVERSITY WE TALKED WITH YOU LAST' (Date) ABOUT TEN READING

b

PROGRAMS WHICH THE NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATIONAL COMNUNI‘ATION IN HEW

AT THAT TIME, WE MEN—

« @ ¢

B

WE'D LIKE

HAS BEEN“ENCOURAGING SCHOOLS TO CONSIDER ADOPTING.

. L} L ad

TO ‘NOW WHAT THINKING YOU'VE DONE OR" WHAT ACTIOY YOU'VE TAKEN REGARDING
v, -

ANY OF THE TEN PROGRAMS SINCE WE LAST TALKED TO YOU "o 1 S g
. i .

)
- From fha@ point, the next statement depended on the adoptign, level

¥
The list below contains the sets of

[ , ~
.

. .

N

. o

"first questions” which were used.

. -~

. ‘ 4
WHEN WE CONTACTEO/;OU LAST (DATE) YOU INDICATED THAT YOU WERE NOT

1.
* AWARE OF ANY OF THE TEN' READING PROGRAMS. WHICH, IF ANY DO YOU
KNOW MORE ABOUT' NOW? .
2. WHEN WE CONTACTED YOU LAST (DATE) YOU INDICATED 7I'HAT YOU WERE AWARE
OF AT LEAST ONE'OF THE TEN READING PROGRAMS. DID YOU SEEK ANY
INFORMATION CONCLRNING THE READING PROGRAMS PRIOR TO RECEIVING THE
BROCHURE FROM USOE'> Ny
v ‘- ' ’
’ 3. WHEN WE CONTACTED YOU LAST (DATE) ¥YOU INDICATED THAT YOU HADN'T

" RECEIVED A BROCHURE YET, BUT THAT YOU HAD SOUGHT INFORMATION ABOUT
~ THE REAI')I~NG' PROGRAMS. HAVE YOU SOUGHT ANY INFORMATION AFTER ¥OU
RECEFVED A BROCHURE? (For those who indicated they had received
"a brochure.-) o v "
rd

-




" Appendix A-2-2

L4
. }WHEN WE CONTACTED YOU LA81 (DATE) YOU INDICATED THAT YOU SOUGHT X
— INFORMATION AFTER YOU RECEIVED A ﬁRocuuRE FrOM USOE. 1IN THE ME
.TIME, HAVE YOU CONSIDERE® USING ANY ONE OF THE TEN ‘READING PROG MS°
IF so PLEASE TELL ME THE MONTH.AND YEAR THIS OCCURRED? HAVE YOU
X (! SOUGHT FURTHER INFGRMATION° X . .

'HHEN WE CONTACTED YOU LAST (DATE) YOU INDICATED THAT YOU CON>IDERED L
USING ONL’OF THE TEN READING PROG.AMS 'PRIOR TO RECEIVING-THE BROCHURE
FROM psog. AT THIS TIME, ARE YOU PLANNING TO USE ANY OF THE TE} -~

. READING PROGRAMS ON A TRIAL BASIS: TR SO, PLEASE TELL ME THE MONTH
- AND YEAR YOU’EXPECT THE TRIAL WILL' BEGIN. '
6. WHEN WE CONTACTED YOU LAST (DATE) YOU INDICATED THAT YOU HAD CONSIDERED
USING ONE OF THE LN READING PROZRAMS AFYER YOU RECEIVED A BROCHURE:
FROM USQE. AT THIS TIME, ARE YOU PLANNING TO USE ANY OF THE TEN .
READING PROGRAMS ON A TRIAL BASIS? ’ 'IR§SO', PLEASE TERL ME’ THE' MONTH ,
- AND YEAR YOU EXPECT THE TRIAL WILL BEGIN., o

7. WHEN WE CONTACTED YOU LAST (DATE) YOU INDICATED THAA-¥6U WERE USING
: - . ONEWOF THT TEN READING PROGRAMS DN-A TRTAL BASIS. AT THIS TIME, -~ \
- ARE YOU USINGANY-OFf THESE PROGRAMSON A FULL SCALE BASIS? (IF S0;). -
PLEASE INDICATE BELOW WHICH PROGRAM IS BEING USED.  (IF'NOT,) ARE .
; YOU STIHL USING IT ON*A TRIAL BASIS. - " g e
! . * -
8. - WHEN.WE CONTACTED YOU LAST'(DATE) YOU INDICATED THAT YOU WERE USING -
5 ONE OF THE TEN READING, RROGRAMS ON A FULL SCALE BASIS. AT THIS|
‘ TIME, ARE YOU STILL USING THI$ PROGRAM ON THE SAME FULL SCALE BASIS, =
‘ * OR HAS YOUR SCHOOL SYSTEM DECIDED TO REJECT ANY OF PART OF THIS )

w PROGRAM? . ’ \¥ T .

s
.9. WHEN WE GONTACTED YOU LAST (DATE) You INDICAYED THAT YOU HAD USED

ONE CF THE TEN READING PROGRAMS, BUT THAT YOU REJECTED IT LATER. '\ =
s HAVE YOU'REJECTED THE ENTIRE PROGRAM OR ARE YOU STILL USING A PART

OF IT? . .

. - N . N . . |

-~

3‘ . The interview schedules wer> prepared with the appropriate starting

: p01nt allow1ng space to record what actlon had been taken on later adoptlon
N
levels, plus space to record responses to probés for source and klnd of
. \ . ..
information. Resp?ﬁ'%ﬁxts also were\asked to respond to: the 1tems o rela- .
i
tive advantage, relative complexwtv,gcompatlblllty and e&se of trlal (p.7
to 10 in Appendix A-1). - . -
’ - i
The following letter was mailed to alert re¢spondents to the second phase
; N S ] ) .
.%xjnte' few and modified slightly For the third phase: \ : E‘ . ,

N\~
«

Yt . \ :
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pear' . , ot
» A )

I would like*to take this Opportunlty to thank you for your kind cooperatlon

during our initial interview, As was- mentloned at that time, we fre going
to take the liberty of telephoning you'again to discuss any addltlonal thought .
"or action you've taken concerning the ten reading 1mprovement prqgrams that
we talked abqrt during our 1n;t1al interview. < . oo

However the 1nterv1ew thls tlme w1i& only- take five to ten minhfes.’ One.
of our interviewers will be calling you within the next week to intgrview
Jou or to make .an - app01ntment for an interview time tha} 1is conven;ent for ¢

you. : . .
- . ; . - ‘ ./.. . .
As soom as we complete the study, we will make gertain that thosg of you who of
requested copies of our findings will receive them. - ,
3 ° . y ¢
Sincerely yours, ) . v . .
_ . L3 , [ 4 >
- * . - -
. . = ) " ’
L. E. Sarbaugh, Project Director : '
" Department of Communication B ' ,
- R . L] , -
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gram 12 your $chool .system. ) .- . o - \ -

|

» ::r b " - ‘i” ’ * -— ' LY i ).'é;

R \ ! . .

:J @ v . - s 9 l, \ P'Z‘_

% > * . . MR T
R ’ o~ a ‘. i N ?’ ¥ had 1
v : - . T s =

R . .)srupw oF mrmsmn OF READING: PROGRAMS s
tgt P w T /. -

£ RN , . 1 .

. ) ““. ) S - L Feedback From Demonstratlon Cen‘tgrs e - i ) . oy
LY }\ o * . © ) R © N

1) ‘, [ N~ tmter Vls iteé . ) . . Y T i 4—7‘"‘ P Date .. , 9

& ‘- - * . s ey, ! o : ‘ ’ T

o ’ H ~ s. '. . 3 A ) . . . . . r

. %p . n- R 4 "L{ ' " , .
;o HOW-$1D You FEEL- ABOVT THE' DEMONSTRATION OF. THE READING PROGRAM YOU SAW -
"g: . HERE? Rate the demonstration of the program-on each of “the five scalos ) ; K

% ' below. o ) . . . L - -

h T < ’ u‘ SRAY Yt neutral ««1 . -2 _ I oo §ﬁ )
© L a. useful" s ) ) o) () .() | not useful ' A
u - we o ) ’ - » oo ‘. o, ‘; K . N
? | 3 ,ir‘it‘eregtmg () () () (Y ") not interesting. «
. L AN L - . .
‘ Je. linformative () (). () © (27} ‘not’informarive -
. . 4., exciting * () () ( ¥ () ), dull LT .
3 cl, . . . -
2, R - up-&o tes (). () (Y (Y)Y ), out-of-data
. ’.\ . ‘_ o ped . -~ e . .-
’ ) hY . ) o A , - . ) o ‘- 2 1 R
" 2, WHAT-LED YOU TO VI.SIT. T{IIS DBMONSTRQT;[ON CEN’I‘FR? . ‘ - .
\ ’ . (4 N - ' o \ -
; ¢ ‘ ' ’ . « - - ter ,.'l ] 7“
. _ . ) o - .. - .
"3, “HOW .DID YOU FIRST LEARN ABOUT THIS READING PROGRAM?” . ) <t N <o
’ . . <L : .. . oy
HEY ’ - . A - .
s /
}liﬁg . A" N L & . ‘. N N '
4. HOW DID YOU LEARN ABOUT THE OPPORTUNITY 0 SEE'THE PROGRAM DEMONSTRATED
:@1 HERE? ° . f . . ’ N ' . . - 7 ’
: A - N i . K . ) . . ) > . - .
e : \/ " : - . ) Q‘ ’ ° . '; N ' ‘.
» " ' . . > - : N .
, . 5. . WHAT DID YOy FEEL WAS MOST USEFUL AMOSG THE ACTIVITIES TO WHICH ‘YOU WERE c
% *  EXPOSED DURING YOUR VISIT 'TO THE DEWNSTRATION CENTER? (Please answer in
A terms of help you regeived in deciding about the use of ¥his readmg pro-

g
- N s * . .

; - L —— e,

L. . ) . - ' . . “ " :

f; , 4 o ) s .. . . . - . ) ' , i CRAEPI
j Lo 6. WHAT DID YOU FEEL WAS LEAST USEFUL AMONG -THE ACTIVITIES TO WHICH YOU WERE
i3 £XPOSED DURING YOUR VESIT TO THE DEMONSTRATION,CENTER?. (Please, answer in '
3 . N terms of help yqu reqe:wed in dec:.d;,ng about the use: df this reading pro- L I "
¥ gran in your sgfiool system.) - L IR
Ly _.\ ‘ L ] " . 'I v v . . l . "‘ L. ' . . . " ;. "
'7: WHAT HAVEN'T YOU.@BTAINED DURING THIS VISIT THAT YOU WISH YOU MIGHT HAVE?
st L . R T
¢ ‘. e . P A '. , . 1&
. . - "- . * Y- = ' .
b, # _’ ! . '\" * y -
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. 335 FILL. IN THE 'FOLLOWING - -INFORMATION. YOUR VAME-'WILL NOT BE ASSOCIATED -. -
wIT ' :

st ) o o ) L T (ﬁama

USE THIS SFACE FOR GENERAL REACTION COMMENT OR SUGGESTIONS ABOUT OP.ERATI'ON R
OF THE DEMONSTRATIQN CENTER . \ o . ~ BN

- 4 - L ‘
- . . I A \ " <« . ¢ LR S
e 4 . o * LT \ . AN . ‘_
v « ’ < Loy . ) R ot “
. .
© 1' ¢ - . - ° = . f “'n )
- . . ..
. [ ' Lad *
. t .
. N . t
. 4 . -
- | Ca : 3
. AR
. .1 . .
~ N ’ ! . . . _ " -
=T . e .
. - , A .
'
: #
vt .
3 -
. / "'
- -
N 2
—— . -
—_—— s
- .
. £
»
1 ) .
Al = v 'y

ANY OF- YOUR RESPONSES,

- . &
RN N ’ )
RS N s e P ’ -

. . . . . ' ' Lo
* .;~ . - ) - Y . , .- M N : i R - - L,
« -7 1." Your- nahe CC L e - LT

AR 2. POSitibﬂ K - I‘) . a - , ,____4?##‘1— - !‘ \
. T ‘ - - '-"/, 4
3. Schoo]l.or other ﬁganié.ation RS ; / C e

-t

v Elehentary . T e v Publ:.c -

y ——— . o - g—g—

"4, Type of school {Check g¢ne in each celumn) . ' L f% -

L Seconda’) . ’ e . \ Pr;.vate - church aff:.l:.ated o
. p T 4 - - ., _— . L%
Colle.ge ) . .. Private - non-church .affilixed .
' - ° - , - ) i .
' 5. Please <indicate the number of pup:.ls 11) gour school System (dlstr1ct)4.
- . . .
T a 0 - 299 - p K {»” / . .
- C .
! bl

e

300 - 599. . - ' \..' T
600 < 9997, S T . T

A 1,000 4 2,499 S L
e 2,500 - 4,999 ? A ,
£ 5,000 - 9,998" . T .0t T T o
g 10,000 - 24,999

h.: 25,000 - over " - 'ﬂ o ,

‘a




Appendix A-lal
A - - o s .
' ®
/ : < . ' GUIDES FOR INTERVIEWERS. T .
A . - “ -“" ' _ . Te - -
%" C‘all superintendent's office and ask for person to whom material regard-
g * ing" special reading programs would be- delivered. (Ask if call can be

‘ﬁ transfenbed ‘or redial call I

\ - ”
. f yon

a. Ve ify that this person is in charge of reading,programs

rson in charge is contacted, ask if he has received the cove
lettegeexplainingAthe study and interview schedule for th€ study w
was gent to the school system ‘about two weeks ago. If he does not have
¢ " & the ntervzew/schedule set a time for a return call ‘to the interviewee
4 . (the return call will take approximately 20-30 minutes), and ask him to
___“ _locate the ‘interview’ schedqle to have in front of him during,t e return.
. ’ ceﬂl (This is to avoid ‘misinterpretation and for efficient use of his
.) Explain to the interviewee that it would be helpful if he.could
iew the interview schedule before the retuyrn call to insure accurate -
c . responses for you to ré&ord E - .
- 8, hroughout the questionnpire, ""school system" refers to school. district
i.e., schqol system for the City of Detroit, Walled Lake Consolidated

A 3

.. ) /Schools, etc.). The school system includes all elementary, junior high,
and senior high schools under the auspices of ‘a ccmmon educational
, governing body -~ . . ,

. uJ Some questions 1nquire about other people in the school system.., Since
,y. this is a study of orgénizations (school systems), not individuals, other
/ people should always be identified by their title or position.in the
//,///T;Q:-/ .organization. 'We do NOT want to know their names. Point out to _the
.| respondent at the beginning and again before #u45 that his pesponses will
/ be confidential and will not he associated with his school district when"
/ the data are reported.

- 3
- N -

- 5. .If for ‘any question you need more space, write on.the back . of the inter-
; s view schedule. ' - .
6. If interviewee does not Have,specific data to answer a question, ask

~ him to estimate and mark responsesqfs estimate.,
- 7. On questions 34 37, identify eomments, if any, by the 1etter identifica-
,ﬁdLi, ~tion of the program to which the comments refer. _siow .

”

a, If interviewee says he cah't answer or doesn't know write in this response,

- - The "don't know" option is not included gecause‘we want to encourage .
: respondents to answer., > . R e ’
/ " If the training of rnterv1ewers each interviewer will reéd through the .

schedule €irst, then any questions will be discussed with the project director
) and the supervisor of the interviewing. Following this, the interviewers
’ will interview the projeqt director or the supervisor of interviewing.

’l . . \

) ‘ | 2 g" .].j_O | . T . ’;"
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OPENING SPEECH FOR TEDEPHONE INTERVIEWER ’
(Uﬁz/at beglah1ng of interview).
N - -

(Introddbt1on for call used to set interview time.)

"I'M ‘ ' OF MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY WE'RE CONDUCTING -

>

- A STUDY FOR THE U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION ON THE DIFFUSION OF SOME-NEW READ~
ING PROGRAMS. YOUR SUPERINTENBENT ‘OR SUPERINTENDENT'S OFFICE) HAS DIRECTED
US TO YOU-AS THE PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOI%OORDINATING‘READING PROGRAMS IN

YOUR SCHOOL SYSTEM. HAVE YOU RECEIVED A LETTER AND Atﬁ ?NTBRVIEW SCHEDULE
e
FROM US?"
y
CIf yes, k if he has it nearby, and whether this 1s a convenlent t1me£
LN - - - > 2. .

.; o to go through the interview schedule If he has Yt seen the letter and

¢ schedule, tell h1m we will mail one to him gnd then we would like to

. o
call ﬁbout one week later then say, "IT WILL HELP COMPLETE THE INTERZ '

L

VIEW MORE QUICKLY AND ACC%RATELY IF YOU COULD LOOK OVER THE QUESTIONS
BEFORE. I CALL BACK ,NEZJJND THAT IT TAKES ABOUT 20 MINUTES. *IT W

<« BE A LITTLE MORE OR A 'LITTLE LESS' DEPENDING ON HOW MUCH DETATL YOU WISH TO
) ‘ , f

GIVE ON SOME OF THE QUESTIONS. ")

-

|
)
- ‘ , P ; o

(Statement to use at beginning of 1nterv1ew )

»

NI M FROM MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY I'M THE éks’ou

" WHO CALLED YOU ABOUT THE READING PROGRAM STUDY. DID YOU GET™A COPY OF THE

. INTERVIEW SCHEDULE? (yes) AND DO YOU HAVE IT WITH YOU NOW? THERE'S A :

-

' CODE NUH.BER IN THE TOP"*LEFT HAND CORNER OF THE FIRST PAGE. DO YOU FIND IT? /’

THAT NUMBER WILL BE USED INSTBAD OF YOUR NAME OR YOUR SCHOOL NAME TO IDENTIFY

YOUR ‘RESI’ONSES OR THE COMPLETED INTERVIEW SCHEDULE AND ON THE DATA PROCESSING
-~

CARDS. WE DO THIS TO INSURE THAT YOUR RESPONSES ALWAYS WILL BE CONFIDENTIAL.

- )

WE USE THE CODE NUMBER TO INSURE THAT THE RESPONSES FROM A GIVEN SCHOOL ARE"/

L

B TOGETHER." ’ ¢
KEPT v 113 : .
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. ' _(For tibse in the panel sample, add: "WE ALSO WANT TO CHECK BACK WITH ‘
L \ . . - - ! & )
YOU IN. ABOUT TWO MONTHS TO SEE WHAT CHANGES IF AN‘f MAY HAVE/TAKBN PLACE £
' IN THE ‘WAY YOU ARE HANDLING READING PROGRAMS; NEW ONES YOU MAY HAVE .
4 -~ y * R . ) ,
’ .HEARD ABOUT OR HAVE BEEN THINKING:-ABOUT TRYING, lTHOSE RESPONSES ALSO .
*. WILL BE ADDED TO THE ONES YOU GIVE TODAY. AGAIN, WE WILL NOT CONNECT
- — ’ -‘ . ’ ) / .
) YOUR NAME* GR YOUR SCHOOL NAME fAITH ANY OF THE RESPONSES YOU GINVE.")
. — " ~ .
: N .
/‘b/ 6 0 | - * b l . ’ ‘
~/nLET*S™TURN TO QUESTION NO. %*. . ." (&g through the interview schedule.) .
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; Summary of Feedhéck From Readmg Program Demonstrat:.on Centers, ,

4 4 [
/

Those visiting the demonstratipn centers seemed generally ‘pleased with
the .experience. Most were teachers| and most (4/5) worked.in elementary schools.

With only a few e’féeptions, those who respondéd rated the demonsti'at‘i_,ons .

. I
as very useful, mterestmg, 1nfomat1ve, and up-to-date. ‘There- v?as some'

-

. re]auctance to rate t{xe demonstrations as hlghlg exclting, “but no one rated

'\- > +
- - .

them as dull. . ' , .

N -
a . . — - -

-- The. thmgs that appea-led most to the v‘1s1tors were the opportumt:.es\ to .

* t

'_ .« See the methods bemg used with cluldren in classrooms and the oppot'ttm:LtJ,es .
D e ..

» -

to get hold of some of the matemalsellemg used by ‘teachers’ and tutors. .

- o

The followmg pages give more details of the responses and show where |

. visitors first leamed about the p‘r'ogr'ams and the oppg:umty to visit the

)

centers. They also list some of the general comments® recelved from the . ..

visitors. Although only 18 forms were returned from Topeka visitors .3ndﬁ

/

R .only 16 from Indianapolis, the consistency of positive_reepcnsés suggest that
the participants felt ‘the visit to the demonstiation center was -very ;wo‘rthwh'i,'le.'
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- ' :. .&
Vo 1 = Useful.
¥ o= .
, ¥=
. u =
‘ & = Not Useful "
tha No Answer -
- . *
" \l N
1 = Interesting .
2 = S
R 3 =
¢ 4 = Y ', '
5 = Not Interesting
- » No Answer .
3 l ¢
e L ATIEEY
S B iﬁférﬁative
[ ' 2 =
‘ ,3‘:
) - b= .
: "5 = Not Informative
\;(/Nd Angwer
sL N : . b
-~ 1 ='Exc1t;ng
- /2 =
A . ,
- u= R S
T -

\ > - M “ g ’ - 4 - :
> How_do you feel about,the demonggration of the reading program you saw here?

<
. o

v

N E LN

1]
Hoaew unn

7Responsas to Feedback Questions By Visitors

~ To Topeka, Kansas Demonstration Center -

NO Answer .

Up-to-Date

.
. .

-
»e

)

Out;qf-Daéq

No' Answer
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‘. P?fncipal * ’ ’ ¢ g . o
) ) : ) - : -D{\ o
No Answer ' ), N\ TS L.
- % L 4
” - -
* T . : ) N o ¢ ’ e .
»_ - * .. - - . 1 g - ,
: ,,z‘__asvb-; ect Taight ,bLRe%Pe?d?ntaf A .
- ‘Reading” -y, -0 ¢ -y ﬁ\"“*"‘.. S
Remedlai Re 5@3 o . ‘ Tl
9 Readmg ‘plus, o‘he- qthier, subje‘ . _ T
) NoAnsve . NS , vt T
\ ) Not Apphdable' SRR ! "5
. .' .. ) Iy ._'/- Ly ' " v - : .\} oLt ".‘ R 18
o - W _— '~ -,
Me of Schxl (6) ey ot ' n ‘
- & { 2 * . ,
Elementary .. . . A T leyy
Sec?xdax:y'_ T 2
College « .- '-' e oL T e g
, -+ Nodnswer .-' < T4 T 0 0.
. '°-'&oﬁmm}icame I I M L
o .‘ .'.l L . v, :. - .\_,E a\" ° a7 s, -
Syt . - N - w r’ . ; . - L
< D ’e N R I ‘.'_‘ P Iy '.‘n" v . i N Yy
'Type'of Sbh&ﬁlz‘Q) . ':. R .

vy R . ._4 . ..‘0 ‘—.__) ' . "v ~ L:\ '18’
- 2 . .. >
Do . . IR . -+
e T ® - .
* Number of Pupils in ‘Respondent's School: :
“o-200 . .. T T i
1300 - 569 NS S e
600 - 999 | ' .

_*~ -Reading Specialist. -

. 10,000

t

v

L . '?':n.a.»
poafnon of Respondetit' ,
Teacher ' . AN . ’

=

Professor A -
' Stydent (Colleg N , v
School Counselor . Lo

P'ubllc v - W .““12'

] . Privatéd “-- Chun‘:h, affliia‘t,ad c e e 2
, Private ,-- Non-ch}n"ch‘ aff:.hated R A 0

1,000 ~ 2,498 o v
2,500 -.4,999 . S
+ 5,000 -.9,999 , -/ ' -
24,999
25,000 + A .
Not applicable ) - - .o

P..
o lowo—-n»—'—-nf—"

‘NoAnswnr“‘ » " ‘ I
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-~ X - . . .
. ‘o <t 3 ; [y e . M N
. _* What led you to- visit the demonst’ration Center? "
G TQuestion 2) | . B .
' . College class C e S -
** A genuine interest in.new Preading programs .5
“Invitaticn from.demdnstration center -3
Reccmmendation of fotmep visitors- .7
Annoﬁncements through schools: ' 2
P . ' ‘o “ ] ne s i ) N 18 "
) ’ A4 7’ ..; 7 ?’ i -
. How d1d @u ﬂ.rst learn about.this reading pro- -
., gram? (‘Questmm 3Y J
. School adninistraters A s
“— Invitation by de at{"' c%ter adnunis-
i ) \t.lrator ) L 3.
ST Other teachers I o . ) '3
-+ College professor ; - 3
L _Reading conference\’ Lt : 2
to Friend . S 1,
Articles in professional joumals ‘ d A
. , " _ <0 A , 5 'v , kle
: " _" Q. $... . oL
_ How did you leam‘ﬁabout the opportunity o :see the .
.| program demonstrated here? (Ques'tm u) . T

'Representative from demonstranon center 6
School admimistrator .. T N
Colf,ege professor q P 4
Friend * ) i X
Seminar at demonstration center - 1l
Reading conference . 1
No Answet 1

-¢ . \ . ’ \-18
r - ]

what did you feel was most useful among the activities
_ to whigh you were exposﬁ during your v1si} t6 the
demonstration center? (Question 5)

. . Handout materidls , ; 12
» Visit to classroom ) i v "
Demonstrations . ) <t __2_
/ - ' . . 18,
Ll . . o
' 3 ' ) ” .
- ’ v . I;

ilc ‘, ‘28‘51

©1T
- 17

N _H',:‘
100

28 ‘.

-
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e What do you fee.l was !east useful among the activie 7~
’ ties to which you were exposed during your vigit to
the demonstration center? *{Question 6)

"Everything. was: uSeful” - °
. No Answer .o

Too much theory . :
Lec*ure sessions’

. - Too much mateni .
o Shoytness of glassroom visits

[\
N

~

[
mlwt-t-t-nrob:c

X
11
8.5
R Class visisation .. 5:5 ’
- Names ard companies of tests . . . 5.5
"Ind:.v;d,ual Remedz.al" N 5.5
L S . . 99.0 .
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IS

E..\,_ ,______}___ngeral React:,ons, Comments, and Suggestions About
Operatlon of the Demonstrat:.on Center v ’ .

e . [

Subject No. .
0l- "The center seems to be run by persons interested in their work
ot and good at it. I think if it's too much trouhble to visit
classes being taught, that video-taping class sessions would
~ be interesting for us to see. Host of us are i%_rested in
' “what to do" ~-+ sgpecifics." -

-

N

" . b2 "Doing a good serv:.ce Maybe need more perscnal verbal inter-
action, but time is 'a factor."

L d

.

p3 "I would have enjoyed seeing v:.deo ‘tapes of some more of the .
reading teachers in operation demonstrating how to increase 2,
specific skills." .. - )

ou " "The mfomatio’n received will be helpful in my téach:.ng

05 "I wish we could have visited more classrooms Ve. only attended t

one class session and time limit was short."

06 » "It was very interesting and useful "I only wish it could have
been spread over a-much longer tme 8o that we: uu.ght have been
able to absorb much more." -

. 07 * "I feel that I kave been 'exposed to adequate information to be .
T very helpful in developing a better re g program. This

5 was a balanced program touchmg all areas of a reading program."

! 08 "I think it-a valdable asset for my teacher of readmg. More
should be '"set up"."

09 "One of the chief assets of this program is Mrs. Dorothy Frantz.
Her manner of presentmg the materials and the program is concise

. and enthusiastic. It is h"d not to.be "fired-up"”.  She uses

B her past experiences in teaching to a great advantage. She

' brings practical ideas to teachers, of things that can be made

or improvised." s
N 10 "I found th le extr-e\mely courteous and willing to help
answer our questions." .
n - "I feel this demonstration center is an outstanding asset to
reading instruction improvement in our . I especially

appreciate the effective work of Mrs. tz.
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; ey .

It was quite informed in manner and
extremely informative. The materials given will be extremely
helpful in future use. Being exposed to various kinds of tests .
was good as I had no experience in this,area. -‘Mrs. Dorothy:
Frantz made the program what it is. . ¢ '

"The clinic was excellent.

+
-

T,

"The information an<. materials availat le through ):hem is"wonderful;
also the guidancewe can receivé for problems we have was a
pleasant surprise./ Mrs. Frantz is an exciting, warm person; who
is willing to share-all she knows." '

"My reaction was amazement at the available‘help for me in my
desire to help 14 - I8 year%old girls learn to read who could
not enjoy all the literature and all else that depends on read-
ing. Like a motto at the clinic says frem John Steinbeck,
"Learning ta read is the most difficult and revoJutionary thing
that happens tc the human brain." (I would add "happens to the

~

/%
"Mps. Frantz camefffo our district for'her defionstration ases
reading workshop-ror our teachers. I felt she was a marvelous
Pesourte person; offered many practical ideas 'and suggestions.
1 felt she was very sincere in her interest in our problems
. as teachers and as-a person to refer to for help or information.
/"I feel the program is valuable, informative, amd necessary.
T do.think letters should go out to each 'school within the program's
service area informing fBachers, principals superintendents
about theeénter and its program and/ox services.

In addition to what
‘and problems is most -’

)T + R

.

-~

"I ‘felt the whole day was very beneficial.
1 wrote previously, I feel shaning ideas
helpful.™

~

"I fn well satisfied with the infoPmation I've x‘e.ce‘ived'; "

"It is well staffed and I feel is doing a. gzéat service to the area."

-

’ ¥

oy
Y
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. Responses to Feedback Questions by Visitors To.
' Indianapolis, Indiana Demonstration. Center .

How_ did | you feel about the del{wluﬁ‘fanon of the readmg _pro am you SaM J;Tm?

-

, " . " 'Excellent Good . Poor
o Useful 8 2 0
o Interesting 7 0 & o y I
' Informative . 7 P \ 1 oo
) Exciting’ } 6 - 5 ‘\a< 0 - .
«__. . - Up-to-Date - [ 3 ., 2% .
. S g ; e ) \ 3 N
e - *0ne respondeht éhecked "not useful". 'The response was included ;in"j;he
- category "poor". . . , . . . g
r—j . - Y - i 5

k4
Inds,cate the Dm.mary readmg serieg you are using. (Totals inc;l.pde, more than

_ one response pér respondent in scme cases.)
C l

Ginn ! s -, - R4
! MacMillan ' "3 ~ '
-Hardper-Rowe 3
Lippincott 1 . .
Houghton Mifflin 2 R -
Scott Foresman 1
. Sullivan Programmed SN W .
v BRL Programmea 1 '
L. BRL Sullivan’ 1
v Merrill - 1 < N
°  Ne Answer - - 2° ¢
) ¥ . .
Number of tutors trained per school.system#$ ) : "
- . . .
No. of Tutors " mw No. of Schools Reporting By Types of Tutors
-Trained Volunteers Paid Tutors One or Both Types
] No.f No. No. %
“0 ' ! 7 k ‘ . 1 RS 0 'y
[y ' 3 - 5 2 1‘]- u,_._” ', ‘! 25 .
" 6-9 1 o 7 1 .
12 - 15 0 2 . « 2 13
B .20 - 24 -0 2 g 2 13
T 27 0 1 , 1 8 .
- .No Answer 6 Q_ & 37
' 16 16 . 18 100
, | ’\\ ) -
L", ) s
. { « \ ' : ‘\/ . ! .
|
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oL " : . Apbendix B-9
» . ‘ . , ] » ) , .
' } W ’
' Nunber of children being tutored per scho tem:
ber g, P Q). systen: .
No. of Children " . . No. Schools Repo#mg 'y
6 ~ 1 > 6.
T .o 32 o 2 13
oo ) . 40 . 1 6
64 - L 1 6 -
84 . 1 . 6
: ., 11 ¢ . 1 ' 6
L S« o125 . . 1 : © 6
o : . 130 / 2 - 13
. . 222 . . . 6
. . No Answer — S5 ) 31
16 99
» 4 y C B N * %
Position of Respondent: - - ,-
w : .
' Teacher® . L Y 25’
- Professor : ‘ . 1 6
Reading" Spec1allst=" ) y 25
- Principal 2 13
", Curriculum Director or Spec:.allst .3 18
- Director of Elementary Education "1 6
- Language Arts Consultant 1 ‘6
PN - 16 99
AL * , ,:*\ Tees o . - -
*Teachgr:
o Remed1a1 Readmg ” 3
) - Special Education / 1
[ *%Specialist:) S
Reading Consultant - 17"
.Reading Coordinator . L 1 .
Readmg Specialist 1 .
2 - ’ l
_Type of School: (A) )
’ Elementary : 13 .’ 8l
> Secondary 1 . 6
College . ; o . 2 - 13
- / 16 100 °




. Type of School: (B)

'Public . BT
. Private -~ Church §ff111at
. Private -- Non-church -affiliated

No Answer . <t

' -

&' i

Nuuber of gupids in Respondgnt's;,,School
600 - 999 > S

'1,000 - 2,499 e
2,500, ~ 4,999 :
5,000 ~ 9,999
10,000 - 24,999

25 .ooo t

. Vg‘x’ :
'y

b‘

Hhat le you to visit thls demonstratmn center?
| gd

about itk o
Information disseminated in 1ocal school system** .
Need '
Suggestion made by- husbkand N
Brought. others .to observe the demonstration
No Angwer .. :

@

=3 -
o e @ oo

t

~ I

i

*"Read about 1t" includes articles, research reporzs)__s veys, and informa-
tion sent out to the school. . , o,
*#&"Information disseminated in local school system" consists of responses
indxcat‘mg that the source of mfomat:ron was a superintendent ‘principal, ]

or Txtle 1 consultant. e - | ‘

t
!

' - ’
How did you leafn about ‘the oyportumty\ to see .the
program demonstrated here? | .
" From a consultant* __—
, Through Indlanapolis Publxc Schools
Information disseminated within the schools
_Other teachers .
Reading conference
Wrote to an organization for informatxc}n
‘Through contact with a un:wers:Lty -
No Answer

\

(O = N N

‘/ s ' / " e ,
AConsultant category consists of state, reading consultant and Title 1
consultant. 1 '

N .

-
»
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N N
: 5t ’ - - 70 . .
. N s
How did ,Eu f£irst learn about this reading program? ' ¢
o Word of mouth (teachers, reading censultant, ‘. , .
. friend) 5 31 .
) Article in magazine, journdl, or newspapem 3 18 -
Through Indianapolis Public Schools 4 6
. .. _ From 2 consultant C 9 - 2 f 13
- e . .Literature sent out on the pmoject .. 2 : 13 .
' Reading conference . 1 6
- .- Othexr teachers® . 1, 6
_- '. . NoAnswer . . \ S 6
e y LT 16 |
. " e .ot ‘ SN ' A - -
- . -q# oL ' - s
AL Hhat did .you feel‘as most useful? (L:.st includes
more than e response per respondent in some cases.) -
Visit to classroom and talkmg with teachers
using the program - : ,- 9
. __ Mrs. Nelson's explan,at:.ons ’ 2 .
Relationship ‘that is possmle between teache'g —— e L _ B
. and child L . . 3 R ’
Tutoding experience ’ . . S T
Handout materialé 3 > . S
- No Answer. ) - .7 N Coa
What did you feel was least useful? T g ’ ) . .
Only four comented. 'l'hree said, "E\?erythmg useful", and axe‘n"}id
o » ° the least useful part #ias seeing the facility in which the program office - .
o Jis housed , : '
\.‘ N J ) ‘.-_ B i . :: "‘ ’ ‘ .’
T What haven't you obtained during this visit that Co ~3 "
! J You wish you Lhave? . ) . /7‘)'
- Help or information oh tutoring with a partic- ' '
- ular program <+ oL .2 ",
. .Informatien aboit pre'-post testing _ ﬁ : N
Price list of adchtzoni; material . : : .
ety . ° Handouts describing the program 1
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"Elementary Linkage Analysis .
. e .

o -

Cc-1 "I..i‘nkfa_age'sl For District Panel Sample, Phase IV Data -

.¢-2- Linkages For Bréchure Panel Sample, Phase IV Data .
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Table C-1-1

4 ! ' ! '
g R <
.

. Elementarfr Linkage Plot of Diétrict Panel Correlation
Matrix, Phase IV Data. (See sections in Methods and
~ Findings Chapters for description.)

.« f P

Linkage #1: N - _/"‘—".'4

3V - Composite_adoption -score .t :
5 - Number of adminigtrative links from

47 22 reading tea to top administrator: .
RS | 22 - Convenience to university
~ 46— 48 ="31 26 - Number of teachers and administrators in .
T * i ’ . IRA (International Reading Association) .
5 26 @@ ™ . 46 - Number of years experience in administra-
. - tion "~ ' '
\ : 47 - Number. of courses beyond degree
, ~ 48 - Do you seek others for information - o
. ¥ :
| " Linkage #2: - ) /
o ' 38 - Rank of school system on innovativeness
- 34 - Rank of school system among school.systems
- 35 — 36 s ) . in state on trying new reading pro-
" N : . grams
37 ©a "9 - How autocpatic-democratic in decision -
. J, ‘ - ng is your school system &
38‘-—-— W — " 41 - Hdve-implemented new ideas in teac!ung in
' . 18 ' \  past year
. - P 1 R < 37 = Receptivity of administrators to new ideas , :
: 36 - Receptivity: of teachers to new ideas > -
35 - Receptivxty of School Board to new ideas .
e e e > .
[ - L .. . - )
Linkage #3: ] ' : ST
: “ ' * 40%- Rank among other school systems on quality : ‘
. ’ . . of teaching program
uw = 3g . 39 - Rank among other school systems on qual:.ty
' A | , . of reading program
32 — 8&+ 13 8 - How often your administrator carries out ~

1™ . re¢ommendations voted in by teacljgys
11 - 32 < Wrote for leaflet about.reading programs

[

e . " - 13 - Percentage of teachers in your system with
' B A » -
4
. 11 - Per pupil expond;’.ture by your school system .
— P . .7 =
“ . == Jndicates highest correlation in set.

A

-) Indicatea highest level of similarity with core variable and so on
through the chain, ‘ .

FRIC 0 .o 0. 125 .
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‘ ll’3"“50<'-33

‘. a7
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14

Vi

.
’
" » .

-

50 -' Composite exféernal contact measure . )
43 - Frequency of contact with staff in- school -
systems 15-100 miles away __ ~
42 - Frequency of contact with staff in school
v systems more than 100 miles away .
14 - Percentage of teachers with M.A. degree
23 - Frequency of contact with university ptaff
27 - Number of reading conferences attended by .
- you or one of your staff in last 12
months e
24 - Are you a member of IRA
29 - Ratio: No; of IRA ﬁembers'/No ofs reading

teaghers -
33 - KpeW about demonstration centers for the

reading .programs . 3

30 - A compos:.te measure of participation in
dec:.s:.m ‘making . 4

7 - Who on teaching staff is given a‘*final vote
regarding new programs

- Y

3 - Number of building principals Lo
10 --Number of pupils

2 - Number of assistant and associate admnis-
) trators
4 - Number of special program directors
6 - Who on staff is consulted when a new pro-

gram is being considered :

Number of administrators '

@

N
[
]

51,

Composite organizational complexity score,
1ncluding number of assistant adminis-.

v trators

20 - Jumber of teachérs -

25 - Number of staff working wi.th read:l.ng pro- .

grams
28 - Recall receiving brochure ugarding the
reading programs

¥
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. .. R . \ | -
. . ** fable C-1-3 . ° C
. . . o . <
4 . . . . }2; - . -
. Link_a_ggL #8: . , -, . N ‘[ -
P " 17 - Percentage of adminlstrators with B.A.
v . 19 + ' degree ,
. 18 - Percentage of adminlstrators wlth M.A. .l
o 17 ’ degree
/11\ o . 19 -. Percentage of adminlstratom H.'I.th Ph D. '
‘ 2 —3.15 , ’ degree . s ,
(-—’h/ ) : " 15 - Percentage of‘teachers with Ph.D. deg!,'ee, - .,
o 12 - Percéntage of teachers with'less than B.A. T
. . - i ' . N ) -
. 7 ’j ____-___;___b__-_______’_.‘__-_‘ ] - 'y 'S |
- . ’Prequency of contact wlth school systems ..
- less than 15 mi]:es aday . .
, . G -+ Proportion of time spent on'reading pro- : .
i 4y =5 145 grams by coordinator.of reading pro- e
B ’F - p:ams' - . . !
- « 49 4S5 - Numher of years teaching experience .~ :
' 49 « Others sought you dut for information -
2 Rt - ’ , .:4 > 2 ' N
/ -/‘ Y . - - . . © 2, L]
N f- - R N ' ) - [ M
N »
’ J——— ' 23
N \- ) . ’ h .
[} * ‘l ‘ .
wmem ' . ' . RV .
s . T -4
4 ¢ LA
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“4 - . ] ’ . ‘ o I
- - Table C-2-1 = .
. - . 4 . 4 pog - b
. IR \
T . - i !
‘e , , Elementary Liﬁge Plot-of Brochure Panel . { S
o Correlation Matrix, Phase. IV Data e
. . » 4 ' ’ - :n--w"“/. 3
. b Link #.1 .~ '} ."‘ . o . ] . ——L < B
. % ) . > L . ’ ’ . " * & ,‘-
) . by 12 - Percentage of teachers #ith leds|than B.A.
| . ' - degree
28—=231 =33 . , * 28 - Recall receiving brochure regarding.the
‘ A . ‘ reading programs _ .
49 « "y 31 - Composite adoption score .
C g é ¢ ' ‘4 32 --Wrote.for leaflet about reading ‘programs
o v A . 33 - Knew about demonstration centers for the
", . - 12 - . reading programs Lo
‘. ¢ ! 49 - Others sought you out’ for informationm .
. .'k; ' - -‘- --------- ’ '_ - )
+ Linkage #2: 7 . -
‘23 - Frequency of'contact w:l.th university staff
- ¢ - _ . 25 - Number of staff working with reading pro-
S . gram
’7 . 7 P 27 - Number &’readmg confez\ances attended -by |
ad ¢ ' , you or one of your staff in last 12
o us 25 - . months
. <N u2 - Frequency dont_act with staff in school
4 44—y B3 — 48 . systems mdbre than 100 miles aw’ay _
2 . i . 43 - Frequency of contact with staff ia school
. ¥2 22,504, 23— 1 systems ‘15-100 miles away
~, .o “u44 - Frequency of contaet with school systems
. 27 . . less than 15 miles. away - 7.
e - v , et 45 - Number of years teaching expemence
’ . . 48 - Do you seek others for mfoﬁnat:.on
. . - 50 - Composite dxternal contact measure-
o ‘ - 1 - Proportion of time spent on-reading pro-
' - s . grams by coordfrﬁ'éta!' of reading pro-
. i B 2 ams [
o | s T
.. mememe—s e i de—————— :
Linkage #3: = k-
. - ! ‘39 - Rank among other school systems on qual:lty
- 3g == i . of reading program
< 40 - Rank among other school systems on qna:l:lty
, of teaching program -
. bl ’ ' .
. o~ ‘
Indicatés higjest sorrelation in set. N
y 7
g . Indicates fghest leveL of similamty w1th core variable and so on ’
. U thrdugh ’the .chain. T,
) Q ‘ . | 4
» » Iy
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) ' - : - : o Table C-p-2
/ o o 4 V4 - X ’ / B . ==
A . - ) A ¢ ) o M l‘ ’ . :
Lo Linkage . . 51 - Composite measure of organizational com- i
' . -. plexity . -
- _ ' . 2 - Number of assistant and associate adminis-
' . - B ., ‘trators . .
- .- i 3 - Number of building 'pr:mcipals T,
. : ) ) _ 4 - Numbep of special program directors. -
2 by - . 5 - Number of administrative links from reading ‘
9 22 - teacher to t adm:.n:nstrator .o,
' ) 10 - Nimber .of h:P |
n T -OT pup: : Do
50 7‘]‘0 '—'2,‘0 =21 Whe\ 20"~ Number of teachers
’ P N 21 - Number of adminigtrdtors . ° . ‘
2% 7 —S1 <——'u 47, 22 - Convenienge to university - -
1; o . 24 - Are you a member of IRA
o~ 26 o Number of teachers ‘and administrators in
J ) - . - IRA (International Reading Associatiom)

R 26 " 29 - Ratio: No. of IRA members/No. of reading

) . ¢ ‘ teachers °’ .
. L * 46 - Number of years expemence in admm:.stra— )
tion

\ o . 47 - Number of courses .,beycn(%egree . .

A A

T

<
- - - - - rEm e - n—--- -——-ere e oo '
* 1

Linkage #5: Y .
6 - Who on staff is consulted when a new pro- |
i . . gram is being tonsidered -
7 &= 30 s 7 - Who on teaching staff is given a final vote S
) 'y . - 'regarding new programs :
‘6 ) CR 30 - A composite measure-of participation in
‘ decision mak:.ng =
’ -
S SR qmmemima s ‘
Linkage #6: . e ot 7 . : K
\ . . 17 - .Percentage of, administrators w:Lth B.A. .
) ' . degree "
. ‘ 18 - Percentage of admzmstrators Hlth M.A.
SR l‘{ = 18 <— 19 ) degree . )
4 - . - 19 - Percentage of admimstrators with Ph.D.
- degree . . - -
- © | mmemeecsccccccccccmeemcee———= . ‘ 5
Linkage #7: - “ % ) o ) |
. . * 11 - Per pupil etpend.vtﬁpe by your school system
13 =14 . - 13  Percentage of teachers m your system with
I _7 , B.A. degree .
1 n N 14 - Percentage of teachers with M.A. degree
. ’ . ‘e . ‘ k4 . ’
» » '» , ) N . & s ) i
. ) n ‘ +
\J 123 , , .
‘| . . ) a ) 3
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36 ’==, 37 N making is your school system

- | SR Table €-2-3 , ©

n"_

/-n

. - Ranks of school system among school systems
Co. . . in, state on trying new reading pm-

- ”

) T R w 35 - Receptivity of gchool board “to new S.deas :
i ¥ & 7 38 - Rank of” school system on mnovativeness ’

Ry . g .
P A‘ 7‘(;’:1‘9- -------------- -,&--_--}.--- - .

» ‘ <

_ 8,- How often’-your adm.m.stratpr cmies ‘out 7
- ‘ recommendations voted .in by teachers
- How ‘autocratic-democratic ih decision’ >

s - 36 - Receptivity of teachers to'new ideas -
41— 9 <8 + 37 - Receptivity of admm.strators to new ideas
‘41 - Have implemented new ideas in teaching in
©  pastyear ‘ :
‘ = v i - . o

-
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APPENDIX D

.
-

. 8

‘Mean Adoption. Scores at Each of Four Data Collection Phases for
Panel and Control Samples

L4 *

Differences in Mean Adoption Scores Between Panel éhd Control
Samples qu’Each of Four Data Collectlon Phases

2
Number and Percentage of Respondents Reporting Dec;slons Pertaining
to Rejection of Programs, Phase IV Data

. 3
Number and Percentage of Respondents' Reporting Each of the Various
Behaviors Related to- Participation in Decision Making a8 Belng
Characterlstlc of Their School System

Proportlon of’ Tlme Devoted to Reading Programs by Respondents
Adoptlon Level for One or More of the Ten Reading Programs

What Respandents Said Was Needed to Make Their School System More
Innovatlve " .

Mean Scores on Perceived Relative Advantage of the.Ten Reading * .
Programs

@

Meah Scores on Percelyed Relat1ve Complexity of the Ten Readlng
Programs

Mean Scores on Perceived Compatlblllty'of the Ten Reading Programs
wlth Ex1st1ng Programs

Mean Scpres on Percéived D1v1s1b111ty for Trial of the Ten Reading
Programs'

Number and Percentage of Respondents Who Wrote for Leaflets
Describing One or More of the Ten Reading- Programs

What Respondents did Wlth Leaflets thch They Received

Number and Percentage of Respondents Who Knew of Demonstratlon
Centers

Number and Percentage of School Systems Reporting Different Levels
'of Receptivity to New Programs Among Three Segments of the School
System .

Respondents Ranking of Their School System on Innovatlveness,
Quallty of Read1ng Programs and Quality of Teaching

Level of Contact Reported by Respondents on Selected Measured of
Contact Exterhgl to the Respondents' School Systenms e

Simple Correlations Between Selected Pairs of Variables for District
Panel Sample, Phase IV Data

—~ .

Number and Percentage~of Respondents Wha..Reported Their Schoel .. .. _ .
System Had Implemented New Ideas During the Past Year to Improve S
Reading Instructlon -~ e . o
Degrees Completed by Respondents ” f rJ\: ~
Number and Percentage of Respondents Who Reported Seeking Qthers. | -

for Information-About the Reading Programs TN

e

131




~ . . Appendix D-1
, ’w**jr—i - LY . e . T
~ - -
Table D-1: Mean Adpption Scores at Each of Four Data Collection Phases For
/ Panel and Control Sarfples

—

-

.
v

Data‘gollectibn Phase

Sample Sets ' I 11 v, 111 v
Distriét Panel 0.44 0.85 1.08 " 1.18
District Control X 0.45 0.57 0.50 _
Br&hure Panel 1.32 1.54 . 1l.90- 1.90)
.- - ~ Brochure Control “x 0.61 0.72 0.74 N
. . : .. .
’-." - 7’ ) . -
Table D-2: Differences in Mean Adoption Scores Between Panel and Control

a

Samples for Each of Eour Data Collection Phases

.
.

=’ . Data Collection Phase
Xample Paivs - I II <IIT IV .
Brochure Panel - Brochure Control X 0.93&¥k ] 18%k%x  } ]6%%%
District Panel - District Conttol / ~~ x 0.40% 0.51% 0.66%*
Rigrritt Panel - Brochure Pamel =0.88%%* &0 §o%%* =(, 82%%k% «(, TykEA
~Brochure Control - District Control . X 0.16 0,15 . s0.24 -. ¢
*Significant at .05 level . .
#*Significant at .005 level ' ¢ ’
**%Significant at .001 level *

Numher and Percentage of Respondents Reportlng Dec1sxons Pertaining

W e e |
3 Table D-3:

- "~ to Rejectlon of Programs, Phase IV Data '
v ’ Sample Set ) . — .
| Rejection Brochure Panel District ;;%el i g,
Decision - i i =%. .
L. 1 . K ) - !
Yes . ” . 0.:,_5 "
No 2.0
e ' Haven't Decided " - 0.5 .
) No Answer® - - 97.0

.

100.0 - | ',:‘
' N




Appendix D-2 _

W,

?*

Table 4: Numbér and Percentage of Respéndents Reporting Each of the Various
.- Behaviors Related to Participation in Decision Making as Charac-

teristic of Their School System For Each of Feur Types of Samples

L < [y ‘,
~ L S@plé Sets -
, District - -“District Brochure , ., Brochure
Participative . Panel Control Panel~ Control
" Action N ¥ _~ N % N % N %
N |
Who gets consulted. about “ ’ T
new programs:
1. None of teaching
staff’ -7 3.7 10 5.4 y 4.2 ° 6 4.1
2. Some group of _1' ! ) - >
affected staff 62 - 32.4 | 24 2.8 25 26.0 28 19.0 -
3. Some group of u A .
total staff ’ 25 13.1 .76 40.6 15 15.6 .-55 37.4
4. All affected . L
teachers " 176 39.8 56  30.0 39 ,u0.6 [.- 35 23.8
5. All teachers 21- *11.0 21 -11.2 -13 13.5 23 15,7
TOTAL ~ ) 191 100.0 187 -100.0 96 99.9 | '147 100.0
. 1 "
Who votes on final decision: ~
1. None of teaching . A
staff 33 - 17.3 23 12,3 16 16.5 20 - 13.6
2. Some gf'oup of ' - .
affected staff 56 29.4 26 13.9 27 27.8 . 27 . 18,4 1
3. Some group of > . )
total staff 51 26,7 37 19.8 , 20 20.6 23 15.6
4, All affected . . - . .
}eachers « 36 18.9 6'2‘" 35.8 24 24,7 45 30.6
5. All teachers iS 7.7 22 11.8 « 10 . 10.4 21 14,3
. 7 -
No Answer ‘0 0.0 12 6.4 0 0.0 11 7.5
TOTAL .,191 100.0 18"7 *100.0 97 100.0 147 100.0
: Hou bfffein administrator , ]
\ carriés buttvote of stafrs . ) . -
1. Nearly always 119 66.1 | 110- 61.1 59 62,1 | 90 62.9
2. 3/4 qof thgftihe 30 16.7 3 20.0%9{ 18 18.9 22 15.4
pr—— . .
3..3/2 of the time 24 13.3 21 11.7 13 13.7 © 21 14,7
4. 1/4 of the time 2.2 y 2.2 | -3 3.2 5 3.5
- B pnn
’5. Hardly ever 3 1.7 3 5.0 2 2.1 5 3.5
TOTAL 180 100.0 | 180 100.0 95 100.0 | 143 100.0
v 3 < p N -
‘ ;v -
133
. o
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Table D- 4: Continued
. 7 Sample Sets =~ a
L. 3 r 7 T
- - » District District Brochure Brochure
_Participative Panel Control ° Panel Control
Action No% N % N % ‘N %
- . |8
Perceived level of -dedision ’ : {' 7
making: . . *
1, Very autocratic ! 2 { 1.1",-68 3 1.0 | 5 3.4 !
i \ J - T —1
2. Somewhat auto- er ; , . . ;
cratic 10 \ 5.3 | 19 10,0 | 4 4.2 ;11 7.5
A T 1.
. 3. Somewhat demo- i DR ; S
- cratic |88- (46,6 | 83 43,9 | u5 46,9 | 64 43,5
4. Very democratic |89 |47.1 ! a1 42,9 | 46  47.9 | 67  45.6
» - _TOTAL 189 1oo.1 !189 100.0 | 96 100.0 {147 .- 100,0
. . . Y
Tahle Dy "5: Proportion of Time Devoted to Reading Prégrams by Respondents in
e . ‘Each of Four Sam le Sets, Phase IV Data for Panel Samples and
/ Tk ,Phas‘es/lfi IIT and IV for Control Samples’
. N ’ 7 r_-’
T ) .‘ Sample Sets 7
: , Proportion of Time - s r;c‘,t —~District Brochure Brochure
° ) . Devoted'to" Control Panel Control .
* ___Reading Programs N 96 % N % N %
1, 1/4 time " El] 53'74 59.6 | 57 ° 61.3 | 89 61.8
R 2. 1/2 time ] 9.5 147 9.0 | 5-,-s.4 | 18 9.7
- 3. 3/4 time 1u/ 7.5 | 17 + 9.0 § . 8.6 8 5.6
4. Full e 47 25.3 | 42 22,4 | 23 Mg | 33 22.9
TOTAL , lB/é 100.0 -/.188 10%0 912 100 0 jlay 100.0
R A ‘
s [ ~
., f /
| ' . o
. ' " /
o . |
~-~ ”~ I VJd
3 /’ i 13‘3 [ -
. ' ’
’ / - )
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- . . ] ¢
"7 Table D-6: Adoption Level,for One or More of Ten Readjng Programs By Type

of Sample (Phase IV Data for Parigl Samplesj Phases II, ITL, and
IV for Control Samples.) ' .

°

-

o ' Type of Samplé\

Adoption Level for District District Brochure Brochure )
One or More of the Panel Control 1 Control .
» w Reading Prégrams © N, % N 5 . "% N %
e — - ——s .
T i ! i . . 1
No action (not awape, | . o . b )
except for interview) 134  70.9 (135  71.4- ' usd ‘us9 | 93  e2.8
. * H
- Aware . ‘ ) 0O 0.0 |34  18.0 , "0 "0.0.|29 19.6
Sought information 23 12,2 |11 5.8 | 27v 28,1 15  10.1~
* Considered use {20 10,6 € 3.2 | 184, 12.5 ; 8 5.4
Trial,use s 2.6 | 2 1.1 | 2 2.1 | 2 1.4
Full-scale usc b7 3.7 1 0.5 10 ¢ "~ 10.4 - 1 0 :7 A
TOTAL i ﬂ89 " 100.0 139 100.0 i 96 100.0 146 100.0
-~ .‘. - . *
=y % “

\ o :
: ! - . A

Table D-7: What Respondentsuséid~§as Needed to Make Their "School System

More Innovative, for Each of the Sample;Sets )
ot . - o Ai/ * 7 Sample Sets - . - T
What is Needed ) District //District Bro¢hure _'7 BrocHure
. to be Morg Panel Control Panel Control
Innovative N % N % . N % N, %
Money s w7 w13 '-30 337 |[%7 a2 | .
In-service training 26 1.3 13 7.3 "1 1577 2f, 1e.u
Change attitudes 21 1.5 ° 18 10.1° 16 180 | 7  &u.8 |
_ + Administrative structure| 14 79 I 16 8.9 [ T 4.6 | %p:. 6.8
Administrative climite | B y.u | 6 3.4 | 0 0.0 | 8 5.5 |+
. Expose to new ideas 8 4.y 19 YBJ;; 7 7.9 101 . 6.8
Consultants, u;e of 0 0.0 5 2.8 0 0.0 | 2 1.4
Reward system - B 0.6 v 2.2 0, 0.0 ; 0 0.0
Other . . |3 19.8 | o4 13.4 | 9 104 .38  26.0
TOTAL 182 100.1 179 100.0 89 100.0° ]143 100.0
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. . Perceived Characteristics of Reading Programs

P

-
--

Table D-8: Mean QCofégmn Percelved 'Relatlve Advantage of Each of Ten Progirams
- for Brochure afith-District Panel Samples, Phase IV Data (Valdes ’
of answers range ferm’ 0 = much better; to 4 = much worse. See -
Question #34 in‘Appendix A-1.) *
’ _Brochure Pafrel District Panel ‘
Reading Programs .ox N, * N2='~'=’= x No® N '
Marysville, California 1.33  (12) [85F — 1.60 (10) [181] _
Chicago Heights, Illinois » . ) 1.86 ( 7y -[184] - -
Pojoaque, New Mexicé: =~ | 2.13 ( 8) [83] 1.8 (%) . [186]
. Indianapolis, Indiana T 171 (1) - [83] . 1.91 (11) ° [180]
New Y6rk City, New York . 1.67 (6) -[91] 1.86 ( 7) .[{1s8u] »
Thomasville, Georgia . 1.83 - (12) [85] 1.56 (9 [187] T
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 1.85  (13) 8] J.50 (18 [181] .
Topeka, Kansas < 71.56 (9) ,[88] il.u4 °( 9) [182] .
» Hartford, Conneticut 1182 - (11) [8)  ,2.00 (&) [185) .
Keokuk , Iowa 160 (5) . [92] 1.50 -( 83~ [183] 4
) - »
- . . . & E -

Table Dr9:

e
-

NIean Scores on Perceived Delat:.ve Complex:.ty of Each of Ten‘frograms

for Brochure and-District Papnel Samples: Phase IV Data (Values -
Qf answers range from 0 = verv complex to, 3 nét complex at .all.

See Question /'35 in Appendlx -1. ; <

-, Brpch'{n‘e Panel L e Dlstmct Panel ‘ Lo
” : X o +|. st \d
Read_:.pg Programs x. Nl N2 L% R le N2
Marysyille,.California !‘1 45  (11) [86 1.75 © (- 8) [183] .
-~.Chicago Heights, I1lind{s 137 (6) ,[9 .#.33- (3) [188] ~ =, ,
Pojoaque, .NeW Mexico . ’1.89 L (1d)  [87] 1.50 °( u)! " [187] ’
Indianapolis, Indiana . 75  (16) [81] 1.62 [(13) ."[178]. -

" New York City, Mew York{ | 1.83  (6) - [91% . 1:50 . (6) [185] . ‘
Thomasville, Georgia ~ 71,90 T(10)" [87) - 1,83 ( 6) [185] -
MPlwaukee, Wisconsin s 1.8%  (12) [843 ,1.43 (7)) [1su] .
Topeka, Kiig: / oo ledd (9) [88] 1,73 (11)s [180] ~,
Hartford, Tbnnetdbutt . = ° 1.57 () (831  1.50 ( 8) [183].
Keokuk, Iowa . -1.50 ( 6) (913 1.80 " = 5) [186] , .

. Present Program . - .67 (12) [85] - 1.57 (14) . [177] ~ ’

For tables 8 t6 9, .
? i Nl“ - Figures in paren*thes;s af'e the nunbers 6f subjects >,
- ~* who gave answers to the questlon (see questlonp.alre) ‘i
N2" * - Figures in brackets are for sub]ec'ts who gave no answers ’

.- V' to the question, They said .they didn't know: enough

v about the progratns to reply. & .
' B - ° ,« s " * K B '
. . M"’N& :'. . Fl‘ C ) ) | = -




Table 9-10:

-

:-Afppen,dix D-6
. — N

ity With

‘or Brechure *and .Di

ﬂ\/x\v&vr
~eit1

Mean Scores on Perceived Compa
Methods for Each of Ten Programs
Samples, Phdse IV Data, (Values of answers range frq

¥

sting School
sjrict Panel
fits very

well; to 3 = doesn’t fit at all. , See Q’uestlon #36. in Appéndix
A-12) T . . ~
\¥ o - i
.. _Brochure Panel. Dlstr...ct Panel ”
: s N hd .7.-1 & *
Reading Programs : ' x Nl N2. . X 5 N N ”6
Marysv'i],;e, California .'1.38  ( 8)  T89) 1.64 ‘3(11) [18_0‘]‘ .
Chicago Heights, Illineis 1.83, .(8) [91) . 1.1 -(27)  [184] .
POJanue, New Mexico” & L1.90 (10) (871" 1.50 (u) [187]

* . Indidnapolis, Indiaha - < 1,40 (15} [82] 1.50 (10). [181] 4~
New York City, New York 1.50- (') [91] .2.00 -(.6) [185]),
Thomasville,  Georgia _ 1.77 (7). [90] - 1l:.uu, (9 _ 1827

- Milpukee , Wisconsin %, 1.19“(11% {86] 1.30 (10) .»{181] .
Tofilka, Kansas 1.28 (7 rﬁ . 1.50 (1D [179).
Har®¥ord, Connericut 3 1.36 (11) - (oY ~1,70 ( 7) - [184)
Keokuk , Iowa’ P45 (4) .f[93), . 1.67 " (6) [185]
. - — - ¢ 0 -
P — | y g
Table D-=11: Mean Scores or’ Per eived Divisibility for Tring of./Each of Ten

»
. difficyilt:

N

~

Prdgrams fot Bnochure ‘and Distriét Panel Samples, Pldase IV
sData* (Vdlues’ gE- answers range from 0

very easy; t6 3 = very
See Questlog #37 in- Appendlx A1)y .

&

-

. . - = s * \j
.
.

L

e l ) ’ R L4 -, " } v - .
. , el - Brochure ‘Pianel DlStI‘lCt Panel . v .
. i R TG R % & . L, e
. Readmg Programs X Nl NZ- x Nl . }JQ
 Maggdville, california - “>V1.92. (12) ~[§5)  1.64 (1) [180) ' .- -
Chicago Heights, Illinois 1.70  tloy. .[87) - l.uksw (9) [182] A
. Poj'eaque,,gew Mexico 1/99. -( 8) . [89] 1.67 » ( 6) [185) .
. -Indianapolis, I'ndiana_ 1.69 -(16) [81] 2.00 ¢ 8)Y . [183)
New York City, New YO w57 . (7) [90) 2.00 (.7) [184)-.
" Fhomasville, Georgia r.25 <(12) -([85). 1,92 (7) [184) . ¢
Mléwatﬂ(ee Wisconsin’ 1.62 #13)- [8y) 1.60 . (10) [181] :
"Topeka, [Kansas . 1.60 (10)“'.'[87] 1.75 ( 8) [183) .
| Hartford, Comneticut ‘147 (15) '[82). . .2.00  (.5)_ [186) . QMM
Keokuk Iowa v, .. 1.50 (2) [95] 1.56 . ( 9)  [182] ‘
N =~ - M . a7 ' ! .
_ For.tables 10 fo ll . . > * A L
. - .l N_* i ‘Figures in parentheszs are the numbers of subjects -
Lo . e bL "7 who gave’ answers 1o ﬁe questlon (see questmnnan@)
*. " . ' . ‘ - . ..‘
. . ° N %% - /Rigures in brackets are for subjects who gavé no, .. =°
© answers to the question. They said they dldn't know /{
- . enough about the programs to reply, LA
} " » R \ . " . : ' . .




Table D~12: Number agnd Perbéntage of* Respondents Who Wrote fi rLeaflets
. . s Descriir:g One or More of the Readmg Programs, for Each of
. - F¥ur Sample Types . ) .
(3~ ' ) . . 1 * .
. . ,
. - Sample Sets - .. .
; ) - Digtrict ; District Brochure "Brochure
J/ ; ) : “Panel - Control Panel Control
Wrote for Leaflets N % N % %I % N ' %
/ ' Yes w2-. 21.2 P17  %2.5 | w2 . 43.3 | 31 27.2
' : e . : { .

’ _No - 156  78.8 | 119 87.5 55 56.7 4 83, 72.8
‘ - TOTAL * 1198 100,0 }136 > 100.0 97 . 100.0 | 114 100.0
© -f' - L. ’. e

&
. \ ;" . * ;o .- ) - o
-~ ' /w - :
]_,E DZ33: ' Whet' Resp ts Did Wa.th Leaflets Which 'Ilhey Recelved, for Each -
_' Jof Four‘ﬁ Typﬂ ] . "
L ’, .
. . .
";_'g v P - 7 = L =
: . Sample Sets L
-l o District District - Brochuré Brochure -
tion Taken Panel - eoﬁtrol -, Pan€l. ' =, Control
- With Le‘gflet N $.&—N % W %, N %
., . Read it : l6.,.14.3 {2 - 20.6 | w-_-12.1 | -3 1330 .
. 2 J N .. » v . ! - ., .
P Read ‘and circulgted:- ,21" 50.0 | 4 '“40.0 | 1. )s1.5 |- & '3u.8
. ."Read and filed , 7 1.0 2  20.0-] -6 - 182 | '3 13.0
- o N A
Read and destroyed' 0 & 0 0, .- 0.0, a 0 0' "/E . 0.0
P v g B < PR <
et 'No?vread and déstroygd 0 -—o“ 0 . ,0.0 |- 0 0 0| .0 0.0
" *Not vead énd c;rculated Tey Q.h 0 o 040‘ -5 15' 2 {4 u 17,4
.7 Motread'and filed ' . [0, 6.0 | 0 " 0.0 4 1 3.0 |3 " u.u
" Used for digcussion « | 4., &5 | 2 " 20.0°| ¢ 0.0° 17 4® i7.4
"y T ) s f I . . , . " v
' TOTAL Ju2  100.0 |*10 ‘1004 | 33: 1op.o | 23 . 100.0
- L. L ,

hj
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Table D-14: Number and Percentage of Respondents Who Knew of Demonstration
. Centers, for Each of Four Samplé Types '
' - ‘ * . ~ » L4 .
- ” v I i -i
. t _ e Sample Set
Knew of " District DisTict: Brechure _ Brochure
Demonstration Centers Panel Control - Panel Control
* ' N % N ‘% N % ’ N %
Yes ' Lzz___;g.z 119  e.u | 20 206 | 14 9.5
No ] 363 85.8 1176 . _93.6 77 79.4 {133 90.5
« TOTAL " lie0 )100.0 188 100.0' | 87 100.0 | 14 100.0
> i _ r L r
e . AU |
2 .
- o’

. Table D-15: Number and Percentage of School Systems Reporting Differert Levels ~

A of ReceBtivity New Programs for School Board, Teachers and ’
‘ Administrators
e .
! . Sample Sets
Leve¥®s of* Receptivity Distridt District Brochure Brochure
for Three Segments -Panel . Control =  Panel Control
. of School System ~ N % N % N % N % -
' B ' =3 '
A, School‘Board is: = b ‘
' .l. Very resistant !l 2 1.1 > 1.8 1 1.0 | 2 1.4
\"’f'-'rm?.. Somewhat reg,s‘fgi ‘ ] .
Ut tant. -7 19 10,2 18 9.6 6 6.2 |~ 17  11.6
© ~3, Indifferent | 6 3.2 | 13 6.9 4 kel 2 1,4°
4: Somewhat recep- | : . )
fve . 91 . 48.7 110D §3,2 | 43 44,3 | 79 ., 54,1
5 Very rgceptive 69 $6.9 54 28,7 43 44,3 | u6 31.5
1 i . s
TCTAL \ 187 100.1 :ig2  100.0 97 - 99.9 | 1u6 100.0
B. Teache}s are: C - R
0 . . |
1. Nery resistant 1 0.5 4 2.1 1 1.0 Y 0.0

-2, Somewhat resis- )
» tar:tw ' . 21 11.0 15 8.0 -4 4,2 13 8.9

'3, Indifferent. 2 1.0 11 5.9 8 8.3 5 3.4

4, Somewhat recep-

p tive 25 65.5 117 62.2 53 55,2 ' 97 66.4
4 . . H >
' 5, Very receptive 42 22.0 41 21.8 . 30 31.3 31 21.2
TOTAL 191  100.0 f188 100.0 .| 96 100.0 | 146 99.9 |
p T i BEEE
. T ‘ 139
©y - Q s

b
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Appendix D-9 -

- * v ¥ ['y Y
Pable D-15:  Continued !
\T .!l Nt : ] 3
o . . Sample- Sets . -
Levels of Receptivity District District Brochure Brochure
for Three Segments Panel, Lontrol Panel Control |
of School System "~ N % N » % N " % N % .
C. Administrators.are‘:‘ < ) S _— ]5
- 1 - ¢ ~a [ ™ N - 1 ]
1. Very resistant | 2 1.0 2 1.1 | Y 1.0 0 0.0 !
*"2, Somewhat resis- ! o -
tant - 20 10.5 14, 7.4 6 6.25] 11 7.8
3. Indifferent 2.1 10 5.3 \ 6 . 6.25] 1 0.7
. Somewhat recep- X .
] tive ‘o7 56.0 . 107 9,* 42,  43.8 | 7u 50.7
' 5., Very receptive ™58  30.4. 1 55 29.3 41 42.7 | 60 FUul.l
- A . : —
TOTAL _ 191 ¢ 100.0 188 100.0 | ¢6 X00.0 | 146 "100.0 .,
. Y R . A ' - 4
I N - 5
~ - ' —
o - 0”" B
Table D—l% Responde'nts Ranking-of Their School Systems on Innovat:,veness, 7
. thsliy pf Read:erg Programs, and Quality of Teaching
o : .o
S "' + P - 3 “"i‘ ’ \
o . Sample _Sets .
c actemst;hc of w District District Brochure * Brochure
¢ Schoolr Sysgem wPanel, . "Control Panel Control
- and'Rank " - s+ N '*v"'%) N % N % N % )
Ao’ Innovat:.s"&?gﬁess’ com- | A A ]
. Earéd .té other schopl: | —, * , |
v, ,1 Huch»more "|"20; 0% |26 13.8 | 15+ .15.6 | 25 -17.0
_ 2.. Somdwhat more 7J\_ 41,1, |64 3u.1,, 30 . 31.3 </ 61 W1.5 |
/w na., ‘About the same. “"s9  3i.1 | 85 34.6 | 36 37.5  u0_27.2
K\* “u, Somewhat leys 24+ 12.6 <29 15.4 | 13 13.5 | 18  12.2
5, Much leg ° 9 w7 e 220 2 2.1 ' 3 2.0
[ LS 7 .
. , TOTAL 490 100.0 188 100.0 | 96  100.0 {147  99.9
» e ~ Y .. - - .
\é" L 4 ) Y - / oy
NN - . ﬂ
N, - . ’
} ®* -» ‘ *
™, "'._' - - - ‘ Y - .
. r BN

2
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. -~ , -
Table D-16: Continued -
-.‘ ;/ 4
9 " - = 1 -
. o Sample Types ) .
Characteristic of District District Brochure Brochure
, School System Panel Control Panel Control
¥ . and Rank . N ) N % N % N 3
’ ' v . *
B. When it comes to trying v
new Peading programs, . ,
my school system tends SN L
to be: - v - L Y '
1. Among the first |15 7.9 * 16 8.6 | 11 11.5 | 15  10.2
¥ ¥
. 2. Somewhat earlier | ‘ , )
"*than most 53 27.9 36 19,2 27 28.1 48 32.7
- - 3. In the middle 91  47.9 | 98 52.4 | 39 - 4D.6 | 64  u3.5
R 4. SomewRat iater L : . ) B
< than most 22 .11.6 32 17.1 | 16  16.7 |'16 r10.9
5. Among the las: , , 9 w7 o 2.7 3 3.1 n 2.7
TOTAL 90’ 100.0 187 100.0 | 96  100.0 |1u47- 100.0
S ‘ A
' * C. FKank among other school
N systems in state on ‘
» quality of reading pro- ;
gram:: Y. : b
. 1. Upper 1/4 91 48.7 80 42.8 39 40.6 61" 41.8
, 2. Second-1/4. 67 35.8 | 78 41,7 | w1 42.7 | 65  um.5
T 3. 'Third 1/4 25 13.4 |" 28 15.0 15 15.6 18 12.3°
4. Loyer 1/4, 4 2.1 | 1 0.5 1 .10 |-2 1.4
- TOTAL * 87 100.0 !187 100.0 | 96  99.9 ‘|146 _ 100.0
D. ! Rank ' among other school i — 7
_systems in state on ‘ : ) , .
quality of teaching pro- i .
/ M H
gram | ’
1. Upper 1/4 81 43.3 76 40,6 | 4l 42,3 58 39,7
- 2. Second 1/4 g0 42,8 | 8y us5,0 | w4 u45.3 | 73 500
© 3. Third 1/4 24, 12.8- | 26 -13.9 | 12 . 12.4 | 15 ' 10.3 '
4. Lower /4 * - 2 1.1 1 0.5 0 .0.0 0 0.0
.o TOTAL 87 -200.0 [187 100.0 { 97 100.0 |14 100.0 ',
. N \ o - .
N t
P ¢ ’ '
L 2K} i . " .
- . D 141 ; . \
¢ *
2 ”» * D @ j-
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Append'ix D-11

Level of Contact Reported by Respondents on Selected Measures -
>~ . of Contact External to the’ Respondents' School Systems '

‘ Samp@éts

3

Level of Contact . Qistrict - _Distric - Brochure Brochure
. ., - by Each of ‘Panel» - Cont Panel Control
Several Measures N % N N %, N %
. T ) . — .
A. Number of reading conferences
or professional meetings ’ .-
attended iIn last 12 months: N
. 1. Nope 7 3.7 71 4 2.1 1., 1.0 2 1.4
,2. One 6 3.2 , 15 8.0 | . 8 - 8.3 ™0 6.8
3. Two to-three 45  23.7 48 25.7 | 17. 17.5 | 26  17.8
» - — —4 -
4, Four to five 35 18.4 ' 33 17.7 | 18 -18.6 35 24.0
. - o ! . ) *
5. More than five 197  51.0 - 87 . 4.5 ;| 63 54.6 ! 78 . s0.
o Kk —
o . TOTAL E.QO 100.0 187 100.0 97 100.0 | 1lub 100.0
B. How convenient for school L
staff to visit a college or '
university: e )
) 1, Very convenient 116 ~ 60.7 < ;111  58.7 | 64 66,0 | 98  66.7
N L, e - o
. 2. Somewhat conve- ‘
nient 47 22,0 | 43 22.8 19,- 19.6 | 31 21.1
3. Somewhat incon- { ) _ i
venient 23 12.0 24 12.7 12 12.4 15 10.2
-4, Very inconve- - . . i d
nient - 10 5.2 11- 5.8 4 2.Q 3 2.0,
. __ TOTAL 191  99.9 189 '100.0 | 97 100.0 !147 100.0
' M e i o :‘ )
+ (. Frequeney of reading staff -
. contact with eollege or - . . !
; ‘university: . - | ] T
- 1. Once aweek or * .
moré 27 ly.4 (37 19.6 | 13 13.5 | 18 12.3
R 2. 1-3 times per CEEE .
morithr 29 15.5 |28 14,8 |17 17.7 | 28 17.8
» o ' v 7
3.: 6-11 times a - N .
year 4yt 23.5 33 17.5 19 19.8 27 18.5 ,
¢ 4., 1-5 ¥imes a ‘ " 7_' ‘
* year 60 32.1 67 35.4 42  43.8 55 37.7
. 13 ] <, fr .
. 5. .Less than orice ! ~L L.
‘ a year = 127 . 14,4 24 12.7 5 5.2 20  :I3.7
. TOTAL 187 99.9 189 100.0 | 96 100.0 |146 ~ 100.0%
s . ' .
9, = 1 4 2 . ¢
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. , Tab}e D-17: Continued . . =
»( 3 ! - ! » /
. - - Sample Sets . .
Lével of Contact District District Brochure Brochure
. by.Each of Panel Contrel _Panel . %control
Several Measures ‘W % N % . N - %{ N. %
T T -
D. Frequency of ‘contact with | ‘ . !
schools moré than 100 miles ' o P
away : L . - ' ) S
1. One or more times . ! ‘ )
a week 6 3.3 ¢+ 1 0.5 3 3.2 1 0.7
» ’ r X n
2. At least once a ) b . 1
month * 14 7.6 ' 20 10.9 | lo _10.5 | 1. 9.5
3. At least once a - e}
° year ‘ 54 29.3 63 - 34.&7_26 > 27.4 1 u8 32.7
4, Seldom 110 53.8 100 S4. 4 56 .58.9 84 57.1
TOTAL hae  190.c ,1es 190.0-| 95 100.0 | 147 100.0
E. Frequency of contact with _ . »
schools 15-19C miles away: ’ )
1. One or more times
a week 8 4.2 9 ‘u.9 6, 6.2 4 2.7
v . s
2. At least once a ] .
month .| 60 31.8 ‘61 33.2 34 35.4 50 34.3
3. At least once a _ ‘
year .63 33.3 72 39.1 35 36.5 59 L4O.4
4, Seldom - 58 30.7 | u2  22.8 | 21 219 | 33  22.6
o 7 TOTAL ’ 89 100.0 {Iss 100.0 96 ' 100.0 | 146  100.0
F. Frequency of contact with : ’
schools less than 15 miley | ' N
avay: _ '
1 ———— . H ) , 4
1. One or morg times -
a week 17 9.2 1 19 11.2 13 14,3 | .16 11.5
2. At least once a . ) . S )
] month ) 74 40.2 69 40.6 37 ' 40.7 50 36,0
: : — ™
’ 3¢ At least once a - \
- year ' 59 , 32.1 | 38 ¥22.3 | 19 20.9 | u4  31.6
4. Seldom “ las  18.5 | w4 25.9 | 22 2.2 | 29 - 20.9
"TOTAL 184 100.0 170 100.0 91 -100.1 139 100.0
L] 4
L4 . -
- T
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Table D-18 Simple Correlatlons Between Selected Pairs of Varlables for the,
* District Panel Sample, Phase IV Data -

- .

VT \ -
. Pairs 6f Variables ' Simple Correlatiors
‘ * . - . ’
_Extﬁvrnal contact and adoption measure 0.31%
’Extemal contact and ratio of\ IRA membership +o number -
of reading teachers . 0753%
‘External cgntact and perceived 1nnovat1vehess of system 0.16
Extérnal contact and convenience to unlver:nty . 0.53%
F;ttémd contact and number of reading confemnces
attended—’ : ‘ ) : © 0.50%
) . R ¢ .
External contact and participation in decision making L -0.02 .
External contac? and organizational complexity -0.67%,
Participa.tio_n in decision making and adoption level .« ¢+ - »=0.06
. Participation “in decision making and perceived innova-
tiveness of system o, . 0.07
. ParticipatiB'n in decision making and grganizational . ST
'complexlty . . ’ 0.05
Organlzatlonal corn\plexlty and adoption level S 0.16
Orgambzatlonal complexity and perceived innovative-
fiess of system ' g 0.2u%
Organizational complexity and number of lmks from
top administrator to reading teacher ) 0.66%
Perceivéd innovativeness of system and adoption 1é>vel * 0.13
_Knew of demonstration centers and adoption levél i . 0.37%
Knew -of demonstration centers and perceived innova- .
tiveness of system . ) . . N 0.06
Knew of demonstration centers and participation in
decision making _ ' . -0.18
Knew of &emonstretion centers and organizatienal . .
comp lexity. a 0.09
Time devoted to reading program by respondent arid . '
adoption level , . © . G.0u
‘ . {
. Number of pupils and orgamzatlonal complexlty 0.79%

- -
~

. (Measures of external contact, organizational complexity, and-participation
in degision making are derived ccmposite measures.) T :

- I‘ . , '
#Significant at .05 levels , . ‘

- -

N
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Appendix D-1u

Number and Percentage of Re*oondents Who Reported Their School
System Had -mplemented Néw Ideas T)umng the Past Year to Impr'ove'

=4

i . Sample Sets
Implemented Ideas District District Brochure Brochure
in Last Year To Improve Panel Control Panel Control
Reading Instruction : N % N % N . % N %
‘ ¢ ! .
! Yes * @79 93.7 '165  e7.8 | 92  9u.8 120 47.8
No 12 6.3 | 23 12.2 5 .5.2 | 18  12.2
. * TOTAL ~1191  10g.0~1188  100.0 | 97 100.0 {147 499.0
. Vo
Table D-20: Degrees Completed By Respondents \
) . . 4
.
X . . Sample Sets
. N District Distriet Brochure Brochure
Degrees Completed Panel . Contrel Panel Control
By Respondents - N $ N . % N % N %
B.A. '183  100.0 | 180 95.0 | 97 100.0 | 143  97.3
M.ALS 171 90.0] 155  82.0 | 8¢ 90.7 | 130 . 88.4
Ph.D. 23 12.0 1y 7.4 10 10.3 8 5.4
TN = (191) 1 (188) - | (97) “l1u7)
, ;
Table D-21: Number akaercentage of Respondents Who Reported Seeklng Others

for Informatidn Abgout

Sy

the Re adlng Programs

. , . Sample Sets
Information .. District District Brochure Brochure
Seeking Béhavior ' Panel © Contrél® Panel Control
: : N % N % N % N %
) - |
Sought information from others:
L " Yes "l .10.0 9. y.8 17 17.5| 11 - 7.5
No & No Answer. - 372 90.0 [ 180 95.2 | 80 82.5 136 928
TOTAL 91 100.0} 189 100.0 ' 97 100.0| 147 - 100.0
i . ‘s ) . 2
+ Others sought you for information:
Yes . - 17 o0~ ;.2 |11 11.3] us 299
- No & No ‘inswer H79 937 1ag ™ 78.8 | 86  88.7| 3103 . 70.k
i g - ? . .
TOTAL . i191‘ Ioo.o | 189  100.0 | 97 1030 147 ---100.0
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